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Preface. 


Great part of thoſe papers has lain by me above a twelve 
month untouched, chiefly for want of that health and 
ſtrength which were neceſſary for the tedious work of 

tranſcribing. The treatiſe, to which they are deſigned 
as an Anſwer, bears two titles: the one, very general, A De- 
fence of Infant Baptiſm : the other, more particular, A Vin- 
dication of the Appendix to the Plea for Infants. In rhe fol- 
lowing ſheets I have, to avoid the confuſion and the tediouſneſs 
of referring 1o long titles of books often to be cited, quoted my 
opponent's treatiſe under it's latter particular title: and ſo much 
the rather, becauſe my laſt, occaſioned by his attack on my T wo 

Diſcourſes, is intituled A Defence, I have followed bim in 

the Sections, into which he has thought fit to divide his work. 

Mor could the Introduction be neglefted : wherein my opponent 
bas endeavoured to vindicate bis own ill treatment of bis bre- 
thren, abundantly juſtified the complaints I had brought againſt 
bim, and given occafion for more. 7 HR 

In Anſwer io Section I; after a brief account of the nature 
and deſign of chriſtian baptiſm in particular, I conſider the 
obligation of obeying divine inſtitutions in general: and ſhew, 
that I did not in my Two Diſcourſes carry their importance lo- 
high; fince it is really a point of morality, and in the judgement 
of our bleſſed Lord a fulfilling of righteouſneſs, to obey the au- 

thority of the divine being when made known to us : that I did 
not make meer will and pleaſure, but the known command of 
the infinitely wiſe and righteous and gracious governor, conſi- 
dered as the infinitely wiſe, righteous and gracious governor, 
the ſufficient foundation of obedience : and that I did not call in queſs 
tion either the capacity or the integrity of infant-baptizers, by 
ſhewing the reaſons why I could not agree with them in the prac- 
tice of infant baptiſm, I obſerve that it is bad arguing from a 
former diſpenſation, the great end of which ts already accom- 

Pliſbed, to what we imagine * to ſucceed it under the be 
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Mr. F jeming argues, with reſpect to baptiſm, as if Chriſt bad 
nothing to do in the inſtitution of it. We think the divine au- 
thority of Chriſt the lawgiver the proper foundation for what 
ſhould be affirmed concerning the baptiſm, which by authority 
from heaven be bimſelf inſtituted. fd the aſcribing to Chriſt 
Bis own ordinance of baptiſm quite overturns Mr. Fleming?s 
hypotheſis. His dofirine of the Seals is here conſidered, and 
refuted. Circumciſion never was a Seal to any other perſon in 
#be world, than Abraham only: and to him it was a ſeal of 
the rig hreouſneſs of his own Rich, which it could not be to in- 
fants, Diſtinfion is made by the apoſtle, Rom. Iv. If. be- 
tween circumciſion as a ſign or token, which it was to all A. 
braham's ſeed; and circumciſion as a ſeal of the faith which 
Abraham had before he was circumciſed, which was therefore 
peculiar to himſelfe Scriplure never once calls baptiſm the ſeal 
of the goſpel covenant, any more than it calls circumciſion the 
ſeal of that which was made with Abraham. Dangerous, 
to build upon unſcriptural expreſſions, and upon alluſions of 
our own making, ſchemes of unwarranted relation to former 
diſpenſations, or rules for our praftice under the goſpel. True 
meaning of the word Seal, as applied in Scripture, both of the 
Old and New Teſtament. Mr. F leming himſelf not able to 1ell 
what covenant it was, which he ſuppoſes circumciſion ſealed to 
infants. The Abrahamic covenant very different from the goſ- 
pel ; and this at length owned by Mr. Fl. after he had affirmed 
that they were the ſame. His doctrine of the houſeholds refuted, 
His own texts directly againſt him. The Scripture is as clear 
in affirming, that the neck heard and believed the 
word, &s that the houſeholds were baptized: and the gene- 
ral paſſages ought to be explained by thoſe which are more par- 
ticular, However it is no where affirmed, that any houſehold 
was baptized on the faith of its bead: nor do the texts which 
mention houſeholds give juſt ground for any ſuch inference. 
Refutation of the renewed charge, of calling in queſtion the 
capacity or integrity of the pzdobaptiſts. The charge of 
bigotry and uncharitableneſs falls back upon the accuſer. The 
renouncing of religions before profeſſed will not help Mr. Fl. 
with regard io John's baptiſm: much leſs with regard to the 


boptiſm inſtituted by Jeſus Chriſt, His wild and inconſiſtent 


feveme, tending io prove, that the baptiſm of the infants 
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profeſſed chriſtians is their ſecurity againſt annihilation. 


6 

2785 prohibition not neceſſary, io warrant us in denying bap- 
tiſm to infants ; ſince ſuch an account is given concerning it, both 

by Chriſt himſelf and his inſpired followers, as amounts to a 
prohibition. Large account of Chriſt's commiſſion, to this pur- 
Poſe ; and of the reaſonings of his followers in the primitive age. 
The true reaſon why Chriſt did not order infants to be baptized, 
was betauſe he did not ſee it fit, but unfit to be done. Mr. 
F's argument from deduction, anſwered paragraph by para- 
graph. Antidote againſt it, from the plain ſenſe of Mar. 
xxvIII. 19, MAT, Xvi. 16. ACTS xxII. 16. 1PET. III. 21. 
GAL. 111, 26, 27. and RoM. vi. 3, 4. Baptiſm not meerly and 
only a rite of ſeparation 3 but the token of a perſonal profeſ- 
fion of faith in Jeſus Chriſt. No ſuch analogy between baptiſm 
and circumciſion, as can give ground to believe, that Chriſt our 
lawgiver would bave the practice of the Fetus relating to cir- 
cumciſion to be a rule to chriſtians in relation to baptiſm : and 
yet without this the argument proves nothing: and if we ſtick 
cloſe to it, it proves more than our brethren the pædobaptiſts 
would wiſh. This analogy, or rather, the vaſt difference, be- 
tween the two ordinances, largely conſidered. Conſent, in the. 
ſubjeft of baptiſm, is according to Scripture-account of the ordi- 
nance, neceſſary to the fulfilling of righteouſneſs therein. Righ- 
teouſneſs is not fulfilled by the infant-ſubjet of baptiſm, for 
want of that conſent, which the infant 1s incapable of giving : 
nor is it fulfilled by thoſe who adminiſter baptiſm to infants ; be- 
cauſe they have no authority from Scripture 10 do it. : 

In anſwer to the IId Section TI have ſhewn : that my account 
of the deſign of Chrift*s journey from Galilee to Fordan is ex- 
aftly ſcriptural; Mr. Fleming's only imaginary. 

In the IIId Section, which is upon proſelyte baptiſm, I 
have ſhewn : that proſelytes «were not, by virtue of the Moſaic 
conſtitution, obliged to have the water of ſeparation applied to 
them ; the command relating io that water of ſeparation being 
confined to ſuch as were already members of the Jewiſh polity ; 
particularly to the prieſts and Levites, und ſuch as were under 
a ceremonial uncleanneſs. Tf there had been a command to the 
Fews, to baptize proſelytes and their children; yet that could 
not be a rule of conduct in the chriſtian church, unleſs Chriſt had 

declared he would have it ſo. Proof, from the Talmud and 
| STR, TY Maimonides, 
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Maimonides, hat proſelyte-baptiſm mas performed by immer- 


fion: which quite overthrows Mr. Fleming's ſcheme, of its being af 
performed by ſprinkling of the water of ſeparation. Digre/- eſt 
on againſt Maimonides, concerning the origine of the practice. We 
No obligation upon chriſtians, to pratiiſe, in reſpect of baptiſm, "1: "18 
as the Fetus are ſuppoſed to have done. Mr, Fleming's falla» th, 
cious wway of arguing, concerning the uſe of baptiſmal water, the 
as of divine appointment among the Jews. There were di- WI 
vers "waſhings by divine appointment among the Jews: ba 
Zut proſelyte-baptiſm as not of that number: and the ba in 
tiſm, which Jeſus bimſelf ordained to be uſed in his church, th 
N wwas intirely his own, and delivered as his own, by immediate Gr 
' _ authority from God; to which authority be appealed in the 

commiſſion, Mat. xxviii. 19. Reconſideration of the text, Joh. Pa 
1. 25, Why baptizeſt thou, &c. Very probable, from a fact F | — 
recorded in the book of Judith, that proſelyte baptiſin was not cul 
in uſe, when that book was written. The ſilence of the primi- P 
tive chriſtian writers about it is a ſtrong probability, that the 3 
 prafiice was unknown in our Saviour's time. Sum of the Ar- en 
gument relating to proſelyte-baptiſm. Dilemma. If there was ._ F4 
any ſuch baptiſm, was it adminiſtred to proſelytes before their fr 
eircumeciſion, or after? 5 n bo 
- Sect. IV. My conclufton juſt, from the principles on which my be 
fecond Diſcourſe was built. Evaded by Mr. Fleming, tbough N 
i is the main point on which the controverſy turns. From thoſe 25 
Principles it does appear to be the mind of Chriſt, that none De 
but adult perſons ſhould be baptized. Our Lord's baptiſm not at T 
all in faveur of the baptiſm of infants ;, but directly againſt it, Fe 
becauſe of the purity and innocency in both caſes. Infants are 5 
equally the care of heaven now, as under former diſpenſations : 1 
nor are they loſers by the goſpel diſpenſation, though there " 
is no precept for taking them into the church, till they themes b1 
ſelves come io deſire it, They have indeed greater advantages by ,. 
being brought up in the knowledge of the chriſiian religion, than 4 
the Fetoiſb children could enjoy by their circumciſion. The ar- 3 
gument from teaching concluſive : becanſe idiots, mad men, in- . 
Adels and atheiſts, do as much belong to the all nations bat of 
ere to be baptized, as infants. Circumciſion, though a token * 
of the covenant made cvith Abrabam, yet not a ſeal to his V 7 
ſeed, hut only to himſelf: as before largely proved, in anſwer 13 
zo the firſt Section. Vaſt difference therefore, between its * Pi 
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a ſeal and a token: If circumciſion was the ſeal of inter- 
eſt in the covenant z then the females, not being circumciſed, 
were left out of the covenant. And if it was to the female 
Fews a token of the covenant made with their nation; yet 
that will never prove that infants ought to be baptized under 
the diſpenſation of the goſpel. Philip very much injured by the 
writer of the Appendix and its Vindication : for Philip could 
have no other meaning, than to require a profeſſion of believ- 
ing with all the heart, 20 give a right to baptiſm ; leaving 
the fincerity or inſincerity of that profeſſion to the judgment of 
God. | 

Se&t. V. Upon the queſtion, What is baptiſm ? The word 
Panlicw, in 1 Cor. x. 2. [baptized unto Moſes in the cloud 
and in the ſea] hough figuratively uſed, yet refers to ſuch cir- 
tumſtances, as juſtifie the alluſion to immerſion in water, on 
profeſſion of faith, which is the true chriſtian baptiſm: but will 
by no means juſtify the alluſion to the ſprinkling of infants, who 
can make no profeſſion. The main view of the apoſtle in this 
paſſage is overlooked by Mr. Fleming. I is indeed” ſubver- 
foe of his cauſe; as the reigning thought in the apoſile*s mind, 
Both in that text itſelf and in the context, was the fimilitude, 
between the Iſraelites, in that alluſive baptiſm, acknowledging 
Moſes as their guide to the earthly Canaan, and chriſtians, in 
their real baptiſm, acknowledging Chriſt for their guide to the 
heavenly. The ſenſe of the prepoſition eis, in Mar. i. 9. recon- 
ſidered, and ſhewn to be emphatical. No correſpondency be- 
tween the water of ſeparation and John's baptiſm, notwithe 
ſtanding that Fobn was of the race of the prieſts. Plain 
proofs, that eis, in Mar, i. and Mat. iii. ſignifies into. The cri- 
ticiſms on amo and ex, anſwered in the obſervations on «5, The 
hiſtorical circumſtances relating to the baptiſms in the New Te. 
tament concur with the plain words of the texts themſelves, to 
/hew what was the action of baptizing. The diſtinction be- 
tween Banly and Banlitu will not help the cauſe of infant-ſprink- 


ling: becauſe we are to be guided in our practice by the uſe © 


of the word gamigo in the New Teſtament, the ſenſe of which 
may eaſily be determined by the circumſtances attending. No room 
for an alarm inthe converted Jews, at being ſeparated from their 
children in baptiſm : becauſe they knew they were called to the 
profeſſion of chriſtianity each for himſelf ;, and not their whole * 

| | . ap 
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dy collected together, to covenant for ibemſelves and their chil- 
dren. 

I bad no defign or dęſire of entering into thus much contro- 
ver/y, when I publiſhed my Two Diſcourſes. They were intend- 
ed to defend, againſt the enemies of chriſtianity and of all re- 
vealed religion, the honour due to divine inſtitutions in general, 
and particularly thoſe delivered by our Lord Feſus Chriſt ; and 
to ber, that Chriſt deſigned baptiſm to be of perpetual uſe in 
Bis church, and to be ſubmitted 10 by all who believe the divine 
authority of his doftrine. Whatever they contain different from 
the ſentiments and practice of my brethren the pædobaptiſts, 
was managed with the expreſs view and defire of avoiding lo 
give them offence ; though it could not be left out, becauſe of its 
relation to the argument, I heartily wiſh, that truth may pre- 


, Vail, and the honour of Jeſus be advanced; that chriſtians may 


tate care, not to ſet up one part of their duty in oppoſition to 
anotber; and that notwithſtanding differences of ſentiment, they 


may follow after the things which make for peace, and 
things wherewith one may edify another. 


J. 4. 1746. 1 A 59 . 
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thren, has at length thought fit to publiſh his 
name; and together with it the * reaſons why he laboured 
! fo long to keep it a ſecret. But after all the reaſons he aſ- 
ſigns, I can give no better account of his concealment, con- 
ſidering the treatment he has given to his brethren; and to 
me in particular, than by comparing him to a man, who 
' hides himſelf behind a hedge, and ſhoots at one that ſtands 
in an open field, whom, right or wrong; he is reſolved . 
| to treat as an enemy. I do not find; that the prefixing his 
name to his Vindication has made any change in him for the 
better. He repreſents himſelf indeed as a moſt excellent per- 
ſon: and takes it very ill, that any ſuch things ſhould be 
laid to his charge, as he Þ ſais I have alledged againſt him. In 
anſwer to which I only deſire; that the reader would turn 
to my Defence, and ſee with his own eyes the proofs, the 1 
plain proofs, I have produced for whatever J have ſaid, in | 
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y | HE anonymous author of he Appendix to the 

0 ö Plea for Infants, after endeavouring to conceal 

y himſelf in many writings, filPd with bitter re- 

i flections againſt a whole body of his chriſtian bre- 


ö thoſe very paſſages to which he refers, and of which he 
| complains. | | ” 
He is particularly diſpleaſed with my aſcribing to him 4 


ſovereign contempt of the whole body of adult baptizers : and 
affirms, that this is a very 7j4rious repreſentation of him; 
85 | . 1 as, 


* Vindication, p. vii, vüi. _ + pf viii, 


—— IS 
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2 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, 
| as, being conſcious, that he never intended to throw the on 
[ © leaſt contempt on the body of them ; no, nor upon any one tic 
| individual of that body, on account of his differing ſenti- ha 
: ments.“ Indeed he acknowledges Þ ſhortly after, that he all 
; has expreſſed contempt towards the bigotry of the party,; to 
; and after citing in part what I had quoted from him as 4 in 

1 ſcornful invective againſt the whole body, he coins a diſtinction, 

4 pag. x. of his Introduction, and aſks: Do] direct a ſovereign de 
© contempt, in this paſſage, at the number, or at the bigotry of les 
g © theparty ?* To which I anſwer: that, in this very paſſage, qu 
J compared with his preſent reference and appeal to it, he ha 

1 caſts contempt upon the whole number, ſmall or great, diſtin- ok 
guiſhing them by the odious name of 4igots. I call his ci- ch 
| ration partial: becauſe, he has therein taken care to leave ſo 
[ out ſome of the principal expreſſions, which prove his ſove- ' | fa 
[ reign contempt of that whole body, concerning which he ſpeaks fre 
| with ſo much ſcorn, by reaſon of the ſmallneſs of their num- tr: 
f bers. Indeed he has, in quoting his own words, owned ſo {ta 
| | much, as contains the charge of «nhallowed, uncharitable mm 
| zeal in every individual, in proportion to the attachment be in 

has for adult baptiſm. But he has left out the cloſing words 55 

of the paragraph: wherein he had affirmed, that ſcarce any to 

. exception will lie againſt this obſervation: and whether this dy 

1s, or is not, charging be whole body, I will leave the rea- th 

der to judge. . $47 

Another thing the Vindicator ſeems to take very ill of me; ba 

that I affirm he bas taten occaſton to fall foul on my charaRer : and Til 

he repreſents it as a great crime in me, thatThave thus charg- by. 

ed him. In anſwer to this, I deſire the reader to be ſo juſt, . 

as to turn to my Defence, pag. 9.14. and to ſee whether I 4] 

have not proved, that this innocent gentleman had in his He 

Appendix made à falſe and injurious quotation of my words; = 

and had, upon the ſole ſtrength of his own falſe quotation re- m. 

preſented me, as intending to expreſs a falſe way of reaſoning, Pe 
calculated to miſlead, not to inform the mind, —to throw a 

falſe light before the eye of the reader, by leading him to ima- ex 

gine, that the abſolute neceſſity of moral rectitude and the . 

manifeſt inferiority and ſubſerviency of poſitive commands is th 

but a plauſible and deceptious view of them. If this author to 

has made à falſe quotation of my words, and has argued up- th 

q * on ou 

|  ® Yiudication, p. viii. p. ix. 


relating to poſitive Inſtitutions: 3 
on that falſe quotation, to the caſting theſe odious imputa- 
tions upon me, when in the book he was writing againſt 1 
had expreſly guarded againſt any ſuch imputarions, and all 
along conſidered ritual inſtitutions as inferior and ſubſervient 
to moral obligations: then he has fallen foul on my character, 


in an injurious way. 
But it ſeems, the very mention of this, even in my own. 


defence, is a crime in me. The man, who actually has fal- 


len foul on my character (in the numerous reflexions juſt now 


quoted from him) wipes his mouth, as if he had done #0 


harm. And, not content with this, he reproaches me for 


charging him with what, in the neceſſary defence of my own 


character, I have plainly proved againſt him. Nay, he goes 
ſo far as to ſay, pag. ix. that I have ſhewn him the way of 
falling foul on character; which he, good man, will be far 
from imitating. I forbear making any reflexions on this ex- 
traordinary conduct : and could mention many other in- 
ſtances, wherein the ſame meek gentleman has fallen foul on 
my character; but omit them merely for the fake of ſhorten- 
ing perſonal debates. 

Burl cannot help obſerving : that after he has taken pains 
to ſhew he never intended to throw the leaſt contempt on the bo- 
dy of the Anabaptiſts ; yet he immediately affirms, pag. x. 
that © the party is chargeable with zigotry, in the point of 
« baptiſm.” By which party, it is plain, he means the whole 
body: for the proof he brings of his charge of bigotry a- 
gainſt the party is, that they look on their mode of bap- 

< ti/m, applied only to adult ſubjetts, as neceſſary to deter- 
mine any to be of the vifible church of Cbriſt; which, he 
* ſais, is the manifeſt deſign of my to Diſcourſes, and of 


| © the Defence.” Upon which he makes a quotation as from 
me: and after the quotation makes theſe two inferences for 


me: 


So that all other baptiſm is invalid; and none are 
properly chriſtians, but the adult baptized. 
I cannot forbear ſtanding till here for a moment, to 


expreſs my abhorrence of what in this laſt inference my an- 
tagoniſt has the aſſurance to aſcribe to me; when he knows, 


that though I do not believe the ceremony uſually applied 
to infants to be baptiſm, and look on my pædobaptiſt bre- 


thren as under a miſtake in that particular; yet through- 


gut my two Diſcourſes and tbe Defence of them I acknow- . 


B 2 ledge 


4 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, 
ledge them as my brethren, my chriſtian brethren, whom I love 
and honour, If he has a mind to quibble upon the word pro- 
perly, J have not: for I do not believe, that the ceremony 
ot baptiſm is that which properly makes us chriſtians. It is 
faith in Jeſus Chriſt, ſuch a faith as produces conformity to 
his holy doctrine, in heart and lite, that properly makes us 
ebriſftians. And this declaration, I think, is very conſiſtent 
with ſaying, in the * paſſage to which Mr. Fleming refers; 
that the profeſſion of the chriſtian religion ought to be 
* made in that very way, which Chriſt himſelf thought fit 
to appoint :? and very conſiſtent likewiſe with faying + 
elſewhere ; ro I cannot n infants to be viſible 
member of Chriff*s church.” 

Mr. Fleming therefore may, if he will, contemn and ridicule 
us; nay, and charge the whole party with bigotry, as he does, 

over and over, both in this xth, and hkewiſe in the xith 
| page, for communicating only with thoſe of our own way. 
it But let him cool a little, and then declare: whether with gl 
| his contempt of bigotry, he himſelf receives to the Lord's 
table thoſe whom he verily believes to be unbaptized : or 
whether he knows of any denomination of chriſtians that 
does this. If thoſe whom he calls Anabaptiſis do not reccive 
to the Lord's table thoſe whom they verily believe to be un- 
baptized, they do the very ſame thing, which Mr. Fleming 
and his brethren, and t all other denominations of chriſtians 
do, and much upon the ſame principles: that is to ſay, they 
have ſuch thoughts about the connexion between baptiſm 

1 and the Lord's ſupper, and about the conſtitution of a chri- 

11 ſtian church; that they think it irregular to adminiſter this 

| latter 
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* Defence, pag. 60. + Def. pa pag. 49. + If all thoſe are 
bigets, who 1eceive none to the Lord's table but ſuch as they believe 
to be baptized ; almoſt the whole body of infant-baptizers, as well as the 
Antipædobaptiſts, muſt be accounted of that charadter. And no doubt, 
they will con Mr. Fleming their thanks for it; who had rather prove all 
his brethren. bigots, than fail of paſſing a cenſure upon us. But he would 
do well to ask himſelf and his brethren, why they do not receive infants | 
to the Lord's ſupper as well as to baptiſm. For the New Teſtament ; 
is ſo plain, in ſhewing that they who have a right to the one of theſe or- 
dinances have a right to the other; that when infant. baptiſin crept into 
the church, infant. communion came quickly after it as a natural conſe - 
| guence; and continbed in the weſtern churches, till they received the doc- 

x mY of tranſubſtantiation ; and Joke ME among the Greek churches to this 
| y- 
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relating to poſitive Inſtitutions. _ 5 
latter ordinance to ſuch, as have not by the former made a 
regular entrance into the church itſelf. My antagoniſt knows, 

that this is the very ſtate of the caſe: and therefore, if he 
were that moderate, that charitable, that catholic chriſtian, 
which he pretends to be, he would treat his brethren as 
miſtaken brethren ; and not load them with the odious cha- 
raters of uncharitableneſs and bigotry, and upon every turn 
call them by a name of reproach, which the true ſtate of 
their caſe ſhews they do not deſerve. The Anabaptifts, as he 
calls them, do not lay their ſtreſs upon the way or mode of 
baptizing, but upon baptiſm itſelf 3 not upon being thus or 
thus baptized, but upon being baptized at all: and this be- 
cauſe they verily believe, that ſprinkling is not baptizing, 
and therefore not the thing which Chriſt the lawgiver ap- 
pointed to be done; and further, becaule they verily believe, 
that infants are not the perſons whom Chriſt commanded to 
be baptized ; but, according to the account which he and 
his apoſtles have given of this ordinance, utterly mcapable 
of it. If they are herein miſtaken, let their ignorance. be 
pitied, and let them be ſet to rights in a ſpirit of meekneſs : 
but the calling them Anabaptiſts, and uncharitable bigots, for 
doing the ſame things, and upon the ſame principles, as al- 
molt all other chriſtians do, 1s not the way to convince them 
that they are in the * wrong. | 
And the author with whom I have to do is the more in- 


excu- 
1- I think it no more than juſtice to thoſe, with whom I ſuffer Mr. | 
is | en reproaches, to obſerve here: that though it is upwards of forty | 
| years ſince I myſelf was baptized on profeſſion of faith (and it may well ö 
85 be ſuppoſed, that in all that time I have had numerous opportunities | 
of hearing what the people of this way have ſaid concerning their bre- N 
re thren of other denominations) yet I have never once heard any one of them q 
ve diſown the pædobaptiſts from being their fellow chriſtians. Nor in- 1 
he deed, do I believe, that Mr. Fleming himſelf ever did; though he is fo + 
be. ready by inferences and inuendoes to make his readers believe, that they 
all are ſo uncharitable. Nay in that very page of his Introduction (page x.) 
id |} where he makes ſuch loud outcries againſt us for keeping up diſtinct ſo- 
Ts cieties, he acknowledges, that wwe own padobaptifts to be heirs of Gad, and 
nt Jjoint- heirs with Chrift ; and that wwe admit pædobaptiſt miniſters to offer 
r- up our prayers and praiſes to the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 
ta From all which one would think it ſhould appear, that we do not unchri- 
„ ian our brethren ; and that our view is, to prevent an ordinance of 
1 Jeſus Chriſt from being loſt ; beſides, that the greateſt part of us think, 
is with our pædobaptiſt brethren, that baptiſm is eſſential to the conſtitution 


of a chriſtian church, 


- 
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5 4 farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, 
excuſable, for thus reproaching thoſe in particular, ho are 6 
at leaſt as catholic as he himſelf, even in his own ſenſe of t 
catholiciſm ; who have in their minds latitude enough to t. 
receive to the Lord's table perſons whom they believe to b 
be yet unbaptized; and yet, to prevent miſchievous breaches t 
among others who have not ſo large a latitude, endeavour 
to perſuade thoſe unbaptized perſons to go to other ſocieties, 4 
where they will be looked upon as baptized. When ſuch 
endeavours are uſed, in ſuch circumſtances, eſpecially in po- 
pulous places, where there is large room for choice, and at 
the ſame time reſpect and affection are ſhewn to brethren of 
different ſentiments, as fellow chriſtians : I appeal to all im 
partial judges, whether there is occaſion given for the ter- 
rible outcries of my angry oppoſer ; eſpecially when to thoſe 
who uſe thefe meaſures there appears no other probable 
way, for preſerving what they believe to be Chriſt's ordi- 
nance of baptiſm from being utterly loſt ; as it is certain it 
has been in almoſt all thoſe churches that ever admitted mixt 
communion ; and ſcarce an inſtance is to be found, wherein 
one generation has not ſeen, in ſuch churches, an end of all 
thoſe, who choſe to be baptized by immerſion, upon pro- 
feſſion of faith. 
Let now the Vindicator go on with his triumph. Let him 
trumpet forth the ou of his own catholiciſm; and run 
Wi down the 4ipotry of the party, the whole party, of thoſe he 
7 is writing againſt. Let him affirm, as he does, page x11. 
that © the charge he has brought againſt the Anabaptiſts 
has too much occaſion given for it, even with regard to 
© that unſeemly degree of warmth, expreſſed by them, when 
< debating the point of baptiſm.” And let him, as he moſt 
learnedly does in the very next words, affirm, as a proof of 
his charge againſt theſe Auabaptiſts in general; that he bim- 
ſelf bas, once in his life, [once in his life] been an eye and 
an ear-witneſs, among many others, of [pray mind it] ſome- 
thing like a feveriſb heat, in the ſpirit of a very public perfor- 
mance, though delivered by a gentleman one gentleman] of a 
very public character. Let him affirm, as he does preſently 
afterwards ; that he has been informed, that ſome others, 
< [perhaps theſe might be only /ome few] of the moſt ſhining 
© characters among the Anabaptiſts, have not been able to 
 * preſerve their moderation, when debating on the ww 
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relating to poſitive Inflitutions. 7 
of baptiſm.* Yet all this, and a hundred times more of 
the like kind added to it, would fall vaſtly ſhort of vindica- 


ting the Vindicator, in that contemptuous uſage of à whole 


Body of his brethren; which he denies he ever intended to 


throw upon the body of them, but which, if we may ſafe- 


ly judge from his own plain words, any one will believe he 
didentend. | Ln, | 

What he * quotes from Dr. Gele, let it be right or wrong, 
I am not obliged to anſwer for; and therefore not at all 
concerned in the reflexions made upon him. But, it is fit 
to obſerve the exceſſive folly, and the great injuſtice of ar- 
guing upon it, as Mr. Fleming does, pag. xv. repeating Dr. 


| Gale's words, and his alone, as a proof of what he advances. 


This came from the pen of one, [I deſire the reader to 
mark it; this came from the pen of One] of the firſt charac- 
ter among the Antipædobaptiſts, both for temper and 
learning. So that the ſtigma of bigotry is but too juſtly 
fixed on the party. Reader obſerve: This is the true Fle- 
mingian Logic, whereby the whole party of Antipædobaptiſts 


are proved to be bigots. And if they will not take this for 


full proof againſt them; or if they will ſtill perſiſt in belie- 
ving, that Mr. Fleming ever intended to caſt contempt upon 
their whole party; let all the world look upon them as a par- 


cel of incorrigible, obſtinate wretches. 


But the logician himſelf ſeems not to think his point fully 
proved againſt the whole party, till he has particularly brought 
in me for a ſhare of the blame of + feveriſhneſs, if not of 
* bigotry too, in its full ſtrength.“ Indeed he ſeems to ſpeak 
here with ſome diffidence. But to all that he ſais concerning 
me, I anſwer: that if in my Defence I did expreſs ſome indig- 
nation at the contempt thrown by him upon all my brethren ; 
I {till think there was a juſt reaſon for it. And as for my 


expreſſion of poor deſpiſed Anabaptiſts : that is ſufficiently ju- 


ſtified by the circumſtance of my writing in their defence 
againſt one who had ſo plentifully poured contempt upon 
them ; and likewiſe by the contempt, with which the very 
name of Anabaptiſt is uſually treated. As to his preſent 
charge againſt them, of fanaticiſin, and the pretended manifeſt 


peril to ſome conſtitutions upon plunging in cold water: the 


ſneering manner in which theſe things are introduced ſhews 
| that 


by Vindic. p. xiii, XIV. xv. + p. xv. 
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8 A farther Defence of te Diſcourſes, 
that the author is not in a fit diſpoſition to receive an 
anſwer. 

If Mr. F. is angry at my intimating that his * works 
© thew him to be inclin'd to ſtrife and contention ;* let him 
do me the juſtice to acknowledge, that I mentioned this 
only by way of compariſon; ſaying, in the page which he 
41 quotes from me, which is the 7th page of my Defence, that 
l Iam fatisfied* [and ſo J am ſtill] that © there are thouſands 
| among the Antipedevaptiſts much leſs inclined to ſtrife and 
Fi © contention, than his works ſhew him to be.* This was ſaid 


| 
{ in anſwer to his falſe charge against them: wherein, as I ob- 
ot ſerved, he had in general, with ſcarce an exception to be 
q 
| 


$ allowed, condemned them as guilty of an unballowed, uncha- 
© ritable zeal for their peculiarity.” The works of his to which 

| I there referred, were theſe that follow: plunging, a ſubject of 

1 bigotry when made eſſential to baptiſm : the Plea for infants : 
Fi the Appendix to that Plea : and the farther Defence of Infant 
| ' baptiſm, addreſſed to adult baptizers in general, more particu- 
| larly to thoſe of the County of Kent. If he has written works 
W | of a different kind, wherein he has attempted ſome defences of 
it the Chriſtian Revelation, as he Þ intimates he has: I have not, 
to my knowledge, read a page of them ; and therefore can- 
not tell; whether the encomiums beſtowed on him by his 
friends are juſt or not. In that part of my Defence, to which 
on this occaſion he refers, I took for granted, that as a 
. chriſtian miniſter he had attempted to defend the chriſtian re- 
W || velation ſome way or other, and particularly in his preaching : 

Iii and I there called upon him, as I ſtill do here, to declare 

| © upon what foot he has placed the doctrines of chriſtianity, 

| < ftrictly and properly ſpeaking; and why the Son of God 

© was ſent into this lower world to make them known, if we 

* muſt regard nothing but what ariſes from reaſon abſtratily 

ut | taten, or the manifeſt nature and truth of things; which is 

WH the direct e of his arguing, in the paſſage there re- 
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Anſwer 


relating to pofitive Inflitutions: 9 
Anſwer to Section I 


= HE Vindicator begins upon hypotheſes of his own; ta- 

king them for granted as principles, and arguing upon 
them, as if nothing had ever been ſaid on the other ſide ; 
at lealt as if no notice was to be taken of my Defence 
againſt thoſe aſſaults of his, which are the very occaſion 
of his preſent Vindication. He tells us: that © he has all 
along repreſented water baptiſm as a Fewiſh rite, which 
Jeſus adopted, and has appointed the uſe of, in order to 
* initiate into his church or kingdom, or to diſtinguiſh men 
and their families from thoſe who embrace not the chru- 
tian doctrine : and that at the firſt preaching of the gol- 
* pel, men who embraced it were immediately initiated, 
+ with their houſeholds, by baptiſm.” In return I tell 
him: that I have always conſidered the baptiſm which Chriſt 
ordained to be practiſed in his church, as a rite ntirely 
cbriſtian, and not Fewwiſh + that among the Fewws, not bap- 
tiſm, but circumciſion, was the initiating rite : that the 
baptifm inſtituted by our Lord Jefus Chriſt, (the only bap- 
tiſm that is the proper ſubject of our controverſy) was by 
the inſtitutor himſelf deſigned to be the token of a perſo- 


| nal profeſſion of believing his doctrine, and of reſolving to 


be guided by it; that it includes a view to repentance and 
turning from ſin, and exhibits the hope of pardon to all 
thoſe who in the ſincerity of their hearts comply with it: 
that I humbly hope 1 have ſhewn, it was not the mind of 
Chriſt that any other ſhould be baptized, than thoſe, who make 
the abovementioned profeſſion : and that ſo far appears by 


the accounts given in the New Teſtament, no perſon in any | 


family or houſehold was baptized in the apoſtolic age, other 
than thoſe who made perſonal profeſſion of their own faith, 
And if this author will ſtand to what he ſais * preſently 
after; that the importance of any rite is to be eſtimated 
from its u/e and intention, and will abide by what the New 
Teſtament itſelf declares to be the uſe and intention of bap- 
tiſm; he muſt, I think, allow the views which I aſcribe to 
that ordinance. For the apoſtle Paul appeals to the Ra- 
mans, ch. vi. ver. 4. that therefore [to this very end, 3 
| N „„ this 
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10 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, 
this very view] we are buried with Chriſt by baptiſm into 
death, that like as Chriſt was raiſed up from the dead by the 
glory of the Father, even ſo we alſo ſhould walk in newneſs of life. 
My oppoſer therefore may talk as much as he pleaſes about 
aptitude, influence, and tendency to promote moral recti- 
tude, and may ſpeak as diminutively as he will concerning 
beptiſm, becauſe it has not in its own nature a neceſſary in- 
fluence in religion : and yet, if it appears that the author 
of our religion did by authority from heaven inſtitute a 
ceremony, in the uſe of which he would have his diſciples 
voluntarily profeſs their ſubjection to him; and if that cere- 
mony, in the relation it bears to the inſtitutor, has an aptitude 
to put them in mind of their obligations to promote moral 
reFitude and to avoid immoralities of every kind; and if 
beſides what may be gathered from the commiſſion to bap- 
tize, we are aſſured by an inſpired apoſtle, that theſe things 
were deſigned to be ſet forth by that ceremony in the very 


act of adminiſtration : then, though baptiſm has not in it- 
{elf any virtue or influence ?o purify or ſave, yet it is of con- 


ſiderable importance to us; and that importance is much bet- 


ter accounted for in the view in which I have placed it, than 


in that of my oppoſer. His way of accounting for chriſtian 


baptiſm loſes thoſe views of it, which are by far the moſt im- | 


portant, and which, from the very inſtitution itſelf and from 
many deſcriptions of it, plainly appear to have been the grand 


deſign and intention for which it was appointed. I have juſt 
now mentioned one very ſtrong declaration of its end and 


deſign. And this anſwers perfectly well to the inſtitution it- 
ſelf: which commands Chriſt's miniſters 7 baptize diſciples 


into the name of the Father, Son and holy Ghoſt; that is, in- 


to the profeſſion of that doctrine, which is the mind of God 
the Father, publiſhed to mankind by the Son, and confirm- 
ed by the mighty power of the holy Ghoſt: and this con- 


rains the fame 1 important views which are repreſented by the 


apoſtle in his deſcription. 

There is therefore in Chriſt's ordinance of baptiſm an ap- 
titude and tendency to promote moral rectitude: and conſe- 
quently, to repreſent (as Mr. Ileming does) the end and deſgu 
of baptiſm as * only @ rite of ſeparation; and to apply at the 


_ ſame time this rite to ſubjects uncapable of anſwering the 


important 


# Find. p · 22. lin, 8—11. 


relatinꝝ to po ſitive Inſtitutiont. 11 
zmportant ends which the New Teſtament manifeſtly aſcribes 
to it; is to contradict the doctrine of the New Teſtament. 
And to make this hypotheſis the foundation of the con- 
troverſy, upon which to build a vindication of what had 
been already thrown down; is ozly to beg the queſtion. 

The 23d and 24th pages of the Vindication are taken 
up in endeavouring to wipe off the * charge I had brought 
againſt the author, tor quoting my words falſely, and ar- 
guing injuriouſiy againſt me under the influence of that falſe 
quotation. Upon a careful review of my own charge, I ſtill 
perſiſt in it, though I would be glad to acquit him of it, if 
I could conſiſtently with truth. To avoid lengthening 
the controverſy, I again deſire the reader to compare my 
Defence, page 9.—14. with the occaſion which this author 


had given for it in his Appendix, page 3, 4, 7: and then ſee 
whether his preſent Vindication does at all clear him. In 


my opinion it only faſtens it more firmly upon him. Eve- 
ry one who underſtands grammar may eaſily ſee what I af- 
firm; and how oppe/ite it is to what he aſcribes to me: 
Nor will his ſubterfuge about the example at all help him: 
ſince he has placed the example mentioned by me in quite 
a different view ffom what I had placed it in; and ſubſti- 


tuted it, by his 777uri0us manner of quotation, in the room 


of the thing itſelf, which every one may ſee my ſentence 


_ affirmed; and then argued upon it, to perſuade his rea- 


ders what ill views I had in my mind. 1 appeal to them: 
and only deſire a fair compariſon. - 

I am glad that the Vindicator will allow © the authority 
© of Jeſus with reſpect to poſitive inſtitutions to be unque- 
* ſtionably binding, ſo far as men can diſcern the intention 
or deſign of them: but am ſorry he cannot go a little far- 
ther, and acknowledge, that upon the clear teſtimomals 
of a divine miſſion with which Jeſus was attended, it would 
have become us to obey his inſtitutions, even though he had 
not let us into the ends and deſigns of them as he has done. 
But he ſeems to be of the mind, that if our Lord had not let 
us into the intention and deſign of his ordinances, we ſhould 


have been under no obligation to ſubmit to them: and after 


quoting ſome paſſages from me, wherein I differ from 
e A 5 1587 26473, 7 _ 
dee the ſubſtance of this charge, in pag. 2. of this preſent Defence, 
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12 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, 
©him, adds, pag. 26. that he is not ſure, that mankind 
© has ever been obliged by any poſitive inſtitution from the 
© mere will of the lawgiver: for they all ſeem to have had 
reſpect to ſuch a diſpoſition of things, from which their re- 
lation and obligation has arifen; and therefore the meer will 
© of the lawgiver has not been the you reaſon for the ſubject's 

© obedience.” 


| I am forry to fee ſo much pains taken to faſten upon 
1 me an Oodium which I have not deſerved. When I ay, 
1 (in pag. 19. of my Two Diſcourſes) that in poſitive inſtitu- 
tions the mere will of the lawgiver, conſidering %0ho the 

lategiver is, is a ſufficient reaſon tor the ſubject's obedience; 
Jam far from affirming, that meer will is the ſole reaſon. In 
ſpeaking of the will of the Iawgiver, it is eaſily ſeen that 1 
here 'mean, the declaration of that will, to perſons rightfully 
ſfubject to the lawgiver, and acquainted with bis cbaracter as 
a being ſupremely wiſe and good. And I look upon it as an 
mſtance of this author's mean ſpirit; that in neither of the 
two times he has written againſt me on this ſubject he has 
done me the juſtice ro obſerve, that among the Errata pub- 
liſhed at the head of my To Diſconr/es, I had deſired the 
reader to correct the 26th line of my 6th page, by adding 

| my explication of the lawgiver's character, conſidered as a | 
1 being ſu premely wiſe and good. This caution was put in, on 
=  purpole to prevent ſuch objections as my oppoſer has raiſed 
againſt me: and had been printed in its proper page, but that 
the ſheet was wrought off ſooner than I expected. He beſt 
| knows, whether he ever read the Errata or not : and if he 
[| did not, when he was reſolved to write againſt me, even that 

| omiſſion was an injuſtice to me. However no excule relat- 


ing to this omiſſion will ſtand him in ſtead, when every one 

may ſee, that in the body of the Diſcourſe it ſelf, from the 

bottom of pag. 20. to the middle of pag. 21, 1 expreſly 
| and largely argue upon the known wiſdom and goodneſs of 
1 God, in the character of our lawpiver, as the ground of our 

| obligation to obey hat he in his ſupreme <wiſdom and good- 

neſs Thinks fit to enjoin to us, where there is good evidence 

that the inſtitution is really his. | 

But when be Vindicator argues concertiing poſitive in- 
8 8 that they all ſeem to have had reſpect to 2 : 
il. 

» Vindic. pag. wk 
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diſpoſition of things, from which their relation and ob- 
ligation has ariſen; I would intreat him to ſpeak out, and 
tell us plainly ; whether notwithſtanding this + ſeemingneſs 
of a reſpett to the diſpaſition of things, it is not the divine Þ 
command, conſidered in the particulars already mentioned, 
that gives be force of the obligation; whether there would 
really have been any f obligation to practiſe a particular ex- 
ternal rite in a T religious view, without God's command for 
that purpoſe : and further, whether when the allwiſe God 
ſees tuch a diſpoſition of things, as may render a certain ex- 
ternal rite uſctul in ſome moral reſpects to the ſubjects of his 
government, bis command is not ſufficient to claim the fubject's 
obedience, even though he does not diſcover to them hat 
diſpeition of things, which he himſelf ſees, and for the fake 
of which he enjoins the ceremony. If he will do me juſ- 
tice, he is able to teſtiſie for me, that I lay the foundation 
of all divine inſtitutions in God's ſeeing that they are fit for 
and will be uſeful to the ſubjects of his government, and 
not in arbitrary will and pleaſure to ſnew his own authority. 
The foundation of our obligation to obey is the declared 
mind of the lawgiver, ho has a right to our obedience, and 
who is himſelf ſo perfectly wiſe and good, as to deſer ve noſuſ- 
picion of enjoining any thing to us, but what is really fit and 
uſcful for us. The reaſon why he enjoins at all is, becauſe, 
4144 Particularly, I afk Mr. Fleming: whether, notwithſtanding any 
ſeeming fitneſs of pouring oyl upon, the meat-offerings of old, and putting 
Handincenſe thereto, there would have been any the leaſt ob/igation:upon 
the Iſraelites to make theſe additions to the fine flour, which was proper 
ly the meat-offering ; or whether there would have been any obligation, in a 
religious view, to offer up the fine flour itſelf, notwithſtanding the evident 
Frneſs of owning God as the giver of every hing they enjoyed; if the com- 
mand of God himfeif, by Moſes, had not made it their duty: and whether 
this command, as it is laid down, Lev. II. 1. was not ſufficient to require 
the people's obedience, even though neither they, nor perhaps Moſes 
himſelf, might 4zow all the reaſons for which God thought fit to make 
this appointment, whatever probable conjectures he might make. If we 
will pretend to go upon ſeeming fitneſſes, or ſeeming reſpects to the diſpaſi- 
tion of things, in the affair of religious rites and ceremonies ; the command 


F God will be of no effect; and moreover there will be no end of the 
Tites and ceremonies, which eccleſiaſtical governours (ſuch as thoſe in Po- 


in- Piſh countries) may impoſe by meer human authority, or indeed which 
ih a we may ſuperſtitiouſly impoſe upon ourſelves. But a full ſatisfaction, 
Jil that there is a command of God, and that he is an allwiſe and righteous 


and gracious governour, who has a right to our obedience, will rational- 
ly produce that obedience, © 2 
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in the circumſtances in which he appoints any inſtitution, 


he ſees it is fit and may be uſeful. But it is his command, 


ariſing from the reaſon which he ſees for it, that lays the 
obligation upon us, whether he is pleaſed to declare to us 


the reaſon of the command along with the command itſelf, 
or not. And if this be not the cale, I ſtill inſiſt upon it, that 


the Jews were under no obligation to obey the far greateſt 


part of the inſtitutions delivered by Moſes. I thought I had 
ipoken my mind concerning this point ſo fully and clearly, 
in pag. 17 and 18 of my Defence, as ſcarce to leave room 
for an objection : and am glad, that ſince Mr. El. is diſſa- 
tisfied with it, he has, in pag. 30, 31. of this his Vindication, 
quoted the ſubſtance of it, which I defire the reader care- 
fully to conſult. 

But before he comes to the conſideration of the Moſaic 
inſtitutions in general, he takes great pains to * prove what 
no body denies ; that the Iſraelites were made acquainted 
with the reaſons and deſigns for which circumciſion and the paſ- 
fover were appointed; and that thoſe reaſons were good, 


and well ſuited to their condition. All this 1s allowed. Bur | 


what is it to the purpoſe ? What if that people was made 
acquainted with the deſign of theſe two inſtitutions, and ap- 
proved their fitneſs? Will this prove, that they ſaw God's 
reaſons for all the other numerous inſtitutions enjoined to 
them; or that they were under no obligation to obey any 
inſtitutions, the particular grounds and reaſons whereof they 
were not acquainted with? Will it prove, that thoſe only, 
who had penetration enough to ſee into the reaſons of all 
the other inſtitutions, were obliged to obey them ; and that 
all the remainder, throughout the whole hoſt of Iſrael, were 
under no obligation? If it does not prove this; it proves 
nothing to Mr. Fleming 's purpoſe. Let us ſee therefore how 
he works up his argument, in oppoſition to what he had 
quoted from me in pag. 3o and 31. 

He ſais, pag. 32. Although I doubt not, but there was a 


© reaſon for every one of the Fewiſh injunctions, and do think 


© that learned men have well accounted for numbers of 
them; yet I am not ſure, that that people were not bet- 
cp acquainted with their cwn circumſtances, and with the 
diſpoſe Hons and cuſtoms of their heathen neighbours, than 
: even 

Vindic. pag. 26, 27, 28. 


f A wv toe HCA 


* M K »” a A ” 


a ee he ee Re ot at 6 » a 


yd Wy, © — 


GH 1M MM Ma 


1 8 Q 


F ²˙- r TH OY 


relating to poſitive Inſlitutions. © 15 
« even thoſe learned men, who, at this diſtance, have ra- 
« tionally accounted for many of their inſtitutions: and 


+ therefore I am not ſure, that God did not think proper 
to acquaint that people with the reaton of them. I am, 


+ on the contrary, of opinion, that they did diſcern ſome 


« reaſon of every injunction, belides ihe will and pleaſure of 


« the lawgiver.” 

The reader i is deſired to obſerve, that the whole force 
of this argument lies in theſe words: I am not ſure ; nay, 1 
am of opinion, on the contrary fide. He is ſure, it ſeems, 
and ſo am I; that God was pleaſed to give ſome reaſons, 
why he enjoined the two rites of circumciſion and the paſſo- 


ver : and if he pretends to form any concluſion at all from 


hence; it muſt be juſt ſuch a one, whereby he had “ before 
proved, that the ſtigma of bigotry is but too juſtly fixed on the 
party of the anabaptiſts, becauſe one of their number had 
publiſhed certain expreſſions which in his judgment fix that 


cCharacter upon him. 


But notwithſtanding Mr. Fleming is of opinion, in the 
caſe before us; yet I obſerve he himſelf is not ſure. And 


even rf the people of the Fews did diſcern ſome reaſon for eve- 


ry injunction beſides the [declared] will and pleaſure of the 
lIawgiver, which I, on the contrary, from the abſolute ſi- 
lence of Scripture, verily believe they did not, notwith- 
ſtanding they were better acquainted with their own cir- 
© cumſtances, and with the diſpoſitions of their heathen 
£ neighbours, than thoſe learned men, who at this diſtance 
© have rationally accounted for many of their inſtitutions? : 

yet, for the reaſons already aſſigned, I ſtill infift, that it 
was the command of their lawgiver, known and conſidered 
in the character in which I have deſcribed him, that bound 
upon them the obligation to obedience ; and would have 


done fo, even if they had been leg acquainted with the dif- 


Poſitions and cuſtoms of their heathen neighbours, than they 
were. Upon comparing the Old Teſtament with the New, 
I find good reaſon to believe : that many of the ceremonies 


of the Moſaic law had, in the mind of the inſtitutor, their 


principal view to our Lord Teſus Chriſt, and to the diſpenſa- 


tion of the goſpel under his conduct; beſides that God ſaw 


them to be fit and uſeful to the particular people to whom 


they were enjoined. But 
Viudic, pag. xv, of the Introduction. 
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But Mr. Fleming, obſerving that in the two inſtitutions of t 
circumciſion and the paſſover the dęſign or reaſon was ob- © 
11] vious, will needs have it, that, if any ceremonial was 4 
17:6 < enjoined without farther reaſons than meer ill and pleaſure, * 
LY. it does not ſuit the caſe before us.“ Now this is no other than Pl 
49 begging the queſtion. For tbe cafe before us is the whole = 
'11 queſtion about the foundation of obedience to poſitive in- f, 
14 ſtitutions: concerning which I have declared my mind, that 1 \ 
1 qwhere there is goed evidence of their proceeding from God; the h 
14 conſidering of his character as out rightful lawgiver, and ix 0 
14 himſelf ſupremely wiſe and good, is foundation enough to claim 4 
Th our obedience: but Mr, Fleming's opinion is, that all this »© 
FT] is to ſtand for nothing, unleſs the reaſon and intention of the Z 
iti particular inſtitutions is made known to us. I am as clear " 
n the point as he; that © in the + goſpel diſpenſation, (and n 

be knovs that Ladd, even in the Law itſelf) no one thing is | 
3 if * enjoined from the meer pleaſure of the lawgiver.* There is al 
14 therefore no diſpute between us about Chriſts's authority: p 
and conſequently no ground for the mean inſinuation, in "al 
11 the ſame paragraph, as if I thought Chriſt had authority p 
fl | * from God to demand our obedience to ſuch things which u 
Wi} © had nothing more than meer pleaſure to ſupport the de- & 
14 mand.“ I have never repreſented the poſitive inſtitutions « 
R of the divine being as arbitrary impaſitions; never argued 90 
| for an implicite obſervance of poſitive rites, where meer plea- e 
TI fare only makes the demand: I agree moſt heartily with the tl 
1 gentleman quoted in pag. 32. of the Vindication + that * po- m 
1 + ſitive appointments are of quite a different nature from ©; 
| | | arbitrary impoſitions, with which they are too often con- aj 
ns founded: that the idea of arbitrary implies a weakneſs In 
£ incompatible to the divine nature; whole perfection it is 63 
to do nothing but for ſome wiſe reaſon and for ſome good D 
1 © end: nor can ſuch a blemiſh ever cleave to the govern- fu 
Mit ment, any more than to the nature of God, as an arbi- to 
| -< trary act; that is, an act of the divine will without a 
| + wife reaſon, and for no good end.“ My opponent in- 0 
| deed paints me out in very bad colours: but thoſe very 6 
writings of mine, which he ſo zealouſly oppoſes, ſhew : 

that they do not belong to me. My own explication of that © 

very ſentence, which he turns ſo much to my reproach, _ M4 

* Findic, p. 32. + Hd. 
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that I include in the obligation to obey ritual inſtitutions zhe 
character of that divine being from whom they proceed, conſi- 
dered as @ wiſe and gracious lawgiver. Nay, I ſay expreſly 
in pag. 17. of my Defence; that by conſidering who this law- 
giver is, I plainly fhew my belief, that he never appoints any 
one ritual inſtitution for the ſake of meer will and pleaſure, but 
for wiſe and uſeful and. gracious purpoſes. This my oppo- 
nent acknowledges, and quotes from me, in pag. 30. of 
his Vindication : and yet, in pag. 32d and 32d; he intirely 
overlooks it, and repreſents me as arguing from meer will | 
and pleaſure in the lawgiver, without taking the leaſt notice 
of the ſtreſs, which both in my original Diſcourſe and in the 
Defence of it L had laid upon the conſideration of his cha- 
rafter. Let the reader judge of the fairneſs of this treat- 
ment. | | | 

But he thinks he has a great advantage againſt me for 
affirming, that the gracious method taken under the diſ- 
penſation of the goſpel, with relation to ritual inſtitutions, 


alters nothing in the nature of the obligation. In his 34th 


page he quotes a paſſage from me to that effect : and there- 
upon triumphs, that © I have here fully explained my ſelf, 
© and ſhewn the undue ftreſs laid by me upon meer autho-' 
« rity.” Nay in a few lines after, he amplifies to ſuch a de- 
gree as to ſay : that if he miſtakes not, I have here ſet 
* meer will above the rank of moral obligation.” I ſhall take 
the liberty to quote my own words a little more largely than 
my opponent does: and then, comparing them with expli- 
cations of my own which he ought to have taken notice of, 
appeal to my readers, whether it was not a great miſtake. 
indeed, or rather ſomething much worſe, that led him thus 
extravagantly to charge me. In pag. 16. and 17. of my 
Defence I aſk, whether God is our ſuperior under the goſpel, 
ſuch a ſuperior; as has a right and authority to preſcribe rules 
to us. And then I add: If he is; then we are, even un- 
der the diſpenſation of the goſpel; obliged to obey him 
© inall thoſe caſes, wherein his authority is viſibly concerned, 
© whether he condeſcends to let us know the reaſon of his 
* preſcriptions or not. Indeed he is pleaſed, under the diſ- 


_ © penſation of the goſpel, to let us know the gracious and 


© uſeful purpoſes; propoſed by him in the inſtitutions en- 


joined 


| 
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© Joined to us. But this alters nothing in the nature of the 
* obligation.” 


1 fay the ſame thing ſtill : I alters nothing in the nature 


of the obligation. And yet I acknowledge, and my unfair 
opponent knows I acknowledge, that hereby an additional 


obligation 18 laid upon us. The obligation to obey the mind 
of God, in ſuch ritual inſtitutions as are known to proceed 
from him, is the lame, the very ſame, in all diſpenſations. 
And yet it is attended with ſome advantages in ſome diſ- 


penſations, which it has not in others: which advantages 


create an additional obligation upon the ſubject to obey them; 
but do not alter ihe nature of the original obligation itſelf. 
'This ſentiment, concerning additional obligation, though not 
expreſſed in thoſe very words, I had molt plainly, and ſome- 
what largely, ſet forth in my original Diſcourſe, pag. 21, 
22. as applied to the ordinances of baptiſm and the Lord's 


ſupper, after arguing about the obligation to obey divine 


inſtitutions in general. And to the ſame purpoſe is what I 


ſay in my Defence, pag. 18. Whatever explication is given, 
as the reaſon and deſign of a poſitive inſtitution, is all ad- 


* ditional grace and goodneſs : but as to the inſtitution itſelf; 


either the authority with which it is attended is ſufficient 


© to command our obedience ; or elſe we are under no ob- 
< ligation to obey it.“ The additional grace and goodneſs 
here ſpoken of are plainly with me an additional obligation 
to obedience. . And yet if the authority with which the in- 
ſtitution is attended, when known or believed to be the au- 


thority of a rightful lawgiver, ſupremely wiſe and good, 


is not ſufficient to command our obedience ; all the explica- 
tions in the world will never be able to do it. And this was 
tbe authority I meant: as is plain from what I had mentioned 
about a dozen lines before; © that acknowledged authority 
© from the Father, whereby Jeſus inſtituted his two ordi- 
© nances, to be obeyed by the ſubjects of his kingdom.“ If 
this is not ſufficient o command the obedience of ſuch as own 


themſeives convinced that Jeſus had ſuch authority; if not- 


withſtanding this, men will refuſe to ſubmit, becauſe they 
themſelves do not ſee what good ends the ordinances will 


anſwer : I ſtill ſay as I ſaid before; that I ſhall have no 
great opinion of ſuch mens fidelity, let them talk ever ſo 


© loudly of their regard to moral obligations.* 
8 | I would 


© 1 relating to pofetve Inſtitutions: 19 
l would intreat the reader, before he goes any further, to 
reflect on what has been already ſaid concerning divine in- 


ftitutions in general: and thence to judge, whether the obli- 
gation to obey them lies in our ſeeing the reſpect to ſuch a 


diſpoſition of things, as we think creates the obligation; or 
whether it lies in he known command of the lawgiver him- 


ſelf, confidered as ſupremely wiſe and good, and our rightful go- 
vernour ; who himſelf ſees the ſuitableneſs and uſefulneſs of the 
inſtitution to thoſe who are under his moral government, and 
therefore enjoins them to practice it. I humbly deſire this 
favour of my reader; that he may ſee I argue for truth's 
ſake, and not for victory. ns „ 

Having thus conſidered the caſe of ritual inſtitutions in 
general, I think it proper to obſerve; that what be Vindica- 
tor has thrown in, from pag. 26. to the goth, as to bis own 
opinion, and the opinion of others, concerning the reaſon of 
the rite of circumciſion, and its correfpondency to baptiſm, 
is either begging the queſtion, or elſe quite wide from the 
purpoſe of the controverſy between him and me. | 
ver Dr. Patrick did think, or Mr. Fleming does think, to 
have been the reaſon of this rite; I have ſhewn, that neither 


the firſt inſtitution of it to Abraham, nor the continuance of 


it in the Moſaic diſpenſation, affects the caſe of baptiſm in 
the chriſtian church. And yet my oppoſer goes on with 


his own ſuppaſitions, as if nothing had ever been ſaid againſt 


them: produces his compariſons, as things never diſputed; 


talks of the application of baptiſmal water to men who em- 
brace chriſtianity, and to their offspring, and of their having 


the goſpel ſeal applied to them and to their offepring or houſe- 
holds, as if no body had ever once doubted concerning the 


practice of infant baptiſm as founded on Scripture. Nay he 


roundly affirms, pag. 29. what in all reaſon he ought firſt to 
have proved; © that as Abraham's faith entitled him and his 
infant deſcendents to the ſeal of circumciſion; ſo the faith 
* of converted Fews or Gentiles entitled them and their fa- 
* milies or deſcendents to the ſeal of baptiſm.“ And when 


he has thus begged the whole queſtion, he argues upon it; 


that therefore to inſiſt upon the after-poſterity of conver- 


ted chriſtians being educated in the ſame faith with their 
parents, before they receive the ſeal of baptiſm, does ap- 
 * pear to be an innovation upon the order or oeconomy of po- 


itive, 
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© /itive, initial rites : and is fo forward as to add; that there 
© 1s not any thing more evident in the goſpel hiftory, than 
, 3 in theſe initial rites, as to the ſubjects of 
them.“ | 
Upon all this I obſerve: that whatever my opponent 
wants in argument, he makes up in confident affertion. He 
undertook to refute a ſhort diſcourſe, founded upon a very 
different plan; which plan he ought to have overturned, 
uf he had been able. When I had there repreſented the 
golpel church as conliſtingjof no other members, than ſuch 
as make actual profeſſion of their own faith, and therefore 
vaſtly different from preceeding conſtitutions, which ad- 
mitted infants : he ſhould have 8 that Chriſt deſigned 
infants to be members of his church. And whatever were 
formerly the «/es and deſigns of the abrogated rite of circum- 
czſion; when T had ſhewn, that the baptiſm inſtituted by 
Jeſus Chriſt has a direct view to repentance and turning from 
fin; that it exhibits the hope of pardon to all thoſe who 
ſincerely comply with it; and denotes a perſonal profeſſion 
of believing Chriſt's doctrine and of reſolving to be guided 
by it; and when upon theſe principles. I had argued m my 
Defence, pag. 23, 24, that therefore it could not be the 
mind of Chriſt, that any other ſhould be baptized, than 
© thoſe who make ſuch profeſſion: one would have thought, 
that he ſhould either in his firſt attack on that Diſcourſe have 
diſproved the principles upon which it proceeded or at leaſt 
in his preſent Vindication ſhould: have produced ſomething 
like an argument tending that way. ead of all which, 
he lays his main ſtreſs upon alluſions drawn by himſelf, 
from circumciſion, conſidered as the ſeat of the Abrahamic 
covenant, to baptiſm conſidered as the goſpel ſeal with re- 
god to chriſtians and their offspring: upon alluſions, I 
ay, drawn by himſelf, from things which he calls by ſuch 
names as he pleaſes, without any authority for it; and not 
upon any paſſages of Scripture, authorizing him to. call 
thoſe things by ſuch names; much leſs upon any paſſages 
of Scripture affirming what he makes the conſequence of 
his own alluſions. _ | 


He lays his main ſtreſs in arguing from a former diſpen- 


* 


ſation, the great end of which was already accompliſhed, I 
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divine command to ſupport it. 


I. relating to poſitius Inſiitutions, 21 
without conſidering whether Chriſt the lawgiver thought 
fit it ſhould be ſo or not; and indeed without confidering, 
that Chriſt has ſhewn he did not think fit it ſhould be fo, 
but has interpoſed his authority as lawgiver, to ſhew that 
he would have it otherwiſe. Mr. Fleming takes no notice 
at all of the anthority of Chriſt in ordaining the rite of bap- 
tiſm under his own diſpenſation: but taking for granted 
that there muſt be a corre/pondency between this and a for- 
mer diſpenſation, in all the particulars wherein he would 
have it ſo, the drift of his argument is; Thus it was in the 
one diſpenſation, and therefore ſo it muſt be in the other. Nay 


he ſometimes argues with reſpect to baptiſm, as if Chriſt 


had nothing to do in the inſtitution of it, but that it came 
as it were of courſe, by a ſort of natural and neceſſary con- 
ſequence, into the chriſtian diſpenſation, whether the au- 
thor of that diſpenſation would have it ſo or not. In pag. 68. 
of his Vindication, ſpeaking of proſelyte-baptiſm, he not 
only allows, but roundly affirms, * that the uſe of bapri/- 


mal water was of divine appointment among the Jews: and 


oppoſes me for having ſaid with regard to this practice, 
that our Lord did not leave an ordinance of his own to be 
© explained and applied by a practice of men which had no 
le is not willing to al- 
low, that the baptiſm in uſe in Chriſt's church was an ordi- 
nance. of Cbhriſt's own. And to lead his readers into his 


ſcheme he equivocates, and tells them in the next words, 


that it does not appear that water-baptiſm had its origine in 
the inſtitution of Feſus : and repeats the fame again at the 
bottom of the page, in anſwer to what J had ſaid concern- 
ing baptiſm as an inſtitution of Chriſt. This I call equivo- 
cating : becauſe it is evident, that when J ſpoke of bap- 
tiſm as an inſtitution of Chrift, I did not ſpeak of water 


baptiſm in general, or any other water baptiſm than that, 


which it is manifeſt Chriſt did inſtitute, and that ir the 
moſt ſolemn manner, and in the character of lawgiver, 
Mar. xxviii. 18, 19. | N 

Very like to this is his way of arguing with regard to the 
ſubject of baptiſm. Neglecting intirely the conſideration of 
Chriſt as lawgiver in his church, the train of his argument 
is this: The ſubje&s of circumciſion were in a former 
f diſpenſation both adult perigns and infants: therefore the 
! EE — 
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« ſubjects: of baptiſm under the goſpel muſt be infants as 


well as adult.“ And the only proots he brings to ſupport 


this argument, in the pages now under conſideration, are 
inferences drawn from alluſions of his own to a former diſ- 
penſation. 3 „ 

But he is greatly miſtaken, if he thinks that Chriſt's or- 
dinance of baptiſm ſtands upon ſuch a precarious foundation. 
It is founded on the command of God, delivered by Chriſt 


the lawgiver, who had * authority to inſtitute; and muſt 


therefore be adminiſtred to ſuch, and only ſuch, as he him- 
felf, or his followers commiſſioned by him, ſhew he would: 
have it adminiſtred to: juſt as circumciſion was founded 
on the command of God, delivered firſt to Abraham by an 
angel from heaven, and afterwards to the Jews by Moſes ; 
and was therefore to be adminiſtred, under thoſe diſpenſa- 
tions, to ſuch and only fuch, as God himſelf thought pro- 


per to appoint. 


This divine authority of Chriſt as lawgiver is the foun- 
dation on which we build; and the proper foundation on 


which ought to be built what we affirm concerning his 
own ordinance of baptiſm : and the aſcribing to Chriſt 
his own ordinance quite overturns Mr. Fleming*s hypothe- 
fis. Laying Chriſt's divine authority as my foundation, I 
conſider in my di/courſe what is contained in the inſtitution 


itſelf: and obſerve, and prove as I go along; that the bap- 
tiſm which Chriſt ordained to be practiſed in his church 


carries in its very inſtitution, and likewiſe in the New Teſ- 


tament account of the ends for which it was inſtituted, a viex 


do repentance, of which all ſtand in need, though ſome are 
ſinners in a higher degree than others; that it exhibits the 


hope of pardon to all thoſe who ſincerely comply with it; 


and that it denotes a perſonal profeſſion of believing Chriſt's 
doctrine, and of reſolving to be guided by it. From theſe 
obſervations, ſupported with proofs, I conclude what was 
the mind of Cbriſt, relating to the application of his own or- 
dinance. And *© theſe principles +, taken from the mani- 
© teſt deſign of the ordinance itſelf, in its inſtitution, in its 

il * mini- 


„ Tn delivering the commiſſion itſelf, Chriſt makes the aurhority he had 
received, the very foundation of the inſtitution. All powwer is given unto me 


in heaven and in earth e go ye therefore, and make diſciples and baptize.. Mat, 
XxVIL 18, 19. + See my Diſcourſes on poſitive inſtitutions, pag. 45, 
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© miniſtration during the apoſtles days, and in the reaſon- 
« ings of the inſpired writers themſelves upon it, belong- 
ing in the nature of the thing to every individual member 
of Chriſt's church, as well as to any one, are of all other 
© the fitteſt to determine who are the ſubjects to whom he 
£ would have his ordinance adminiſtred.“ They effectually 
overturn that whole hypotheſis, which Mr. Fleming builds 
upon alluſions ; fo that there is no neceſſity to give it a par- 
ticular conſideration. However, becauſe throughout his 
whole book he lays ſo much ſtreſs upon it, I ſhall conſi- 
der his hypotheſis itſelf, his doctrine of the ſeals, blend- 
ed as it is with the affair of be houſeholds : and hope to 


ſhew, that his doctrine is wholly without foundation ; and ' 


that the Scripture-doctrine of the houſeholds, which he re- 
preſents as favouring his ſcheme, 1s directly againſt him. 

In the firſt place I obſerve, that Mr. H. takes for granted 
what the Scripture no where affirms. He takes for granted, that 
circumciſion was to Abraham's poſterity, and particularly to 
the * infant deſcendents themſelves, a ſeal of the covenant: 
whereas according to Scripture account, in the only place 
where circumciſion is ever ſaid to have been a ſeal, it was a ſeal 
to no other perſon in the world than Abraham himſelf: and 
to him jt was, as St. Paul obſerves, Rom. iv. 1 1. 4 ſeal of the 
righteouſneſs of the faith which he had being yet uncircumciſed; 
that he might be the father of all them that believe though 
they be not circumciſed, that righteouſneſs might be imputed to 
them alſo. In the ſame verſe the apoſtle calls circumciſion 
8 fign or toten: and does it in the uſe of the ſame Greek + 
word, by which the Septuagint tranſlate the orginal account 
of the inſtitution, Gen. xvii. 11. Ze ſhall circumciſe the 


Rleſh of your foreſkin ;, and it ſhall be a token of the covenant © 


betwixt me and you. And a viſible toten it was, through 
all their generations; being made in their fleſh, as is ob- 
ſerved in the words juſt now quoted, and preſently after, 


in ver. 13. St. Paul therefore, in the place above cited) 
uſes the words token, and ſeal, both of them with great 


propriety, but in very different ſenſes. Abraham received 


the fign [ or token] circumciſion, a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 


the faith which he had being yet uncircumciſed : that 1s, he 
had that rite by divine command adminiſtred to him, which 


WAS, | 
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was, both to himſelf and to all his poſterity, @ toten of the 
covenant into which God entred with them, but which was 
to him, and to him alone, 2 ſea! of the righteouſneſs of the 
faith which he bad before his circumciſion. It is as plain, that 
it was not to Abraham's infant- deſcendents, or to any other, 
a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, as it is plain, that it was 
to him a ſeal of it. To him it was @ ſeal of the righteou/- 
eſs of the faith which be bad: but to them it could not be; 
becauſe they neither had that faith, nor in their infant ſtate 
could have it. Their circumciſion could not be @ ſeal to 
them of what they had not: but it was with great propriety 


to Abraham à ſeal of that remarkable faith, which he had 


before he was circumciſed. I ſay, that remarkable faith. For 
when firſt the promiſe was made to him, Gen. xii. 2, 3. 
 #hat God would make bim a great nation, and that in bim all 

the families of the earth ſhould be bleſſed ; the probabilities 
were ſtrong againſt him ; eſpecially as the ſon, through 
whom this promiſe ſhould be fulfilled, was to come from 
his wife Sarah, who was both old and barren, and himſelf 


75 years of age, as the text adds, ver. 4. The longer they 


both lived, the leſs outward likelihood there was of the ful- 
Aflment of the promiſe : and leaſt of all at the time when 
Abraham received he ſeal of the righteouſneſs of his remar- 
kable faith. He was then 99 years old; and his wife but * 
9 or 10 years younger, and always barren. But. as the a- 

{tle obſerves in the context of the paſſage where he men- 
tions the ſeal ; againſt hope be believed in hope, that he might 
Become the father of many nations; according to that which 
was ſpoken, ſo ſhall thy ſeed be. And being not weak in faith; 
he confidered not his own body now dead, when he was about 


an hundred years old, neither yet the deadneſs of Sara*s womb : 


he ſtaggered not at the promiſe of God through unbelief , but 
was ftrong in faith, giving glory to God, and being fully per- 
* ſuaded that what he had promiſed be was able alſo. to perform. 
Rom. iv. 18—21. And then he ſums up all, in ver. 22. 
And therefore it was imputed to him for righteouſneſs. 

It is evident from theſe verſes, compared with ver. 11. 
before quoted, that he righteouſneſs here mentioned as im- 


puted to Abraham, is that, of which circumcifion was men- 


tioned as the ſeal, in ver. 11. And it is as evident, that 
IS PT tos it 
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it was this ſeal to Abraham only, and to no other perſon in 
the world: to him, as the father of all them that believe; 
as the apoſtle himſelf aſſures us in that 11th verſe ; conſe- 
quently not to any other perſon whatever. And yet it is 
with great propriety that the apoſtle in the ſame verſe calls 
circumciſion à roten, which is its uſual name, in multitudes 
of other paſſages of Scripture as it was to Abraham himſelf, 
to his poſterity, and to all thoſe throughout the world who 
ſhould take notice of it, a viſible mark in the fleſh of all 
the males belonging to this family, deſigned to put them in 
mind of the covexant into which God had entred with them. 
But there 1s a heaven-wide difference, between being to 
the whole world @ token of a former promiſe of future bleſ- 
ſings to a nation, and being to one particular perſon @ ſeal 
of the righteouſneſs of his own faith. And inaſmuch as cir- 
cumciſion is throughout the Scripture never ſpoken of as 4 
ſeal to any other than Abraham alone ; I would defire Mr. 
Hleming's readers to obſerve how far he is out of the way, 
in calling it over and over again the ſeal of the covenant, with 
reſpect to Abraham's infant-deſcendents, and in alluſion to it 
calling baptiſm the ſeal of the goſpel covenant, and arguing 
at a venture, from the ſeal of the one covenant to the ſeal 
of the other, . for application to the ſame ſubjects ; whereas 
the Scripture never once calls baptiſm the ſeal of the goſpel 
covenant, any more than it calls circumciſion the ſea? of that 
which was made with Abraham. 


This I ſhall more particularly obſerve bye and bye. Mean 


time I ſhall briefly take notice of what Mr. Fl. ſais in his 
Vindication, pag. 77, 78, in anſwer to what I had before 
advanced (in my Defence, pag. 46.) concerning Abraham's 


being the only perſon to whom circumciſion was 4 ſeal. I 
acknowledge with him, that circumciſion is in the xvith of 


Geneſis not only called the token of God's covenant, but fi- 


guratively likewiſe ze covenant itſelf, the covenant between 


God and Abraham and his ſeed after him in their generations; 
and that this covenant was to be in their fleſh for an everlaſt- 
ing covenant. And yet I inſiſt, as I did before, that there 
is a vaſt difference between ſaying this, and affirming what 
the Scripture no where affirms, that circumciſion was to in- 
faints the ſeal of the covenant. Though it was, in and upon 


their fleſh, be token of the covenant into which God entred 


with 
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with Abraham and his poſterity; yet being the ſeal of no 
other thing than he righteouſneſs of faith, it neither was nor 
could be to them any ſeal at all. The apoſtle does not af- 
firm, that it was to Abraham himſelf a ſeal of the covenant in- 
to which God entred with regard to his poſterity.: but that it 
was a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of the faith which he himſelf had 
being yet uncircumciſed. To him alone it was ſuch a token of 


God's high complacency, in conſtituting him the father of 


all the faithful i m future generations, as ſealed to him, and 
gave him a joyful ſenſe of, the imputation of he righteou/- 
neſs of faith. To others it was only @ token of the covenant ; 
an outward viſible token; in looking upon which they might 
ſarisfie themſelves, that what God had promiſed in that co- 
venant would be fulfilled : which things every one may ſee 
are very different. 

We are therefore no longer right in calling circumciſion 
a ſeal, than while we apply it to the perſon, to whom the 
Scripture ſais it was @ ſeal, and to the thing, of which the 
Scripture ſais it was @ ſeal. If we apply it to other per- 
ſons and other things, we offend, and are in danger of run- 


ning into endleſs mazes of error and perplexity. And this 


is the very caſe before us. The venturing to call circum- 
ciſion the ſeal of the Abrahamic covenant to infants, becauſe 
St. Paul fais it was to Abraham himſelf à ſeal of the righte- 


ouſneſs of the faith which he had before bis circumciſion, has 


led many good people into a great miſtake relating to the 
chriſtian diſpenſation: in which they took for granted, though 
without ſufficient warrant, that there muſt be an applica- 


tion df the rite of baptiſm to all the ſame ſubjects, to whom 


circumciſion was applied under the;covenant made with A- 
braham. Mr. Fleming has been led into this, miſtake among 
others: and in it he is reſolved he will continue. Rather 
than depart a hairs breadth from old prejudices, he will per- 
vert the apoſtle's words, Rom. Iv. 11. and humbly imagine, 
(ſee pag. 78. of his Vindication) that his authority in uſing 
the word Seal is as good as St. Paul's could make it; though 
it is manifeſt, that he uſes it to a quite different purpoſe, and 
applies it to perfons to whom the apoſtle never once applied 
it. Though the apoſtle does ufe the word Seal; yet he nei- 


ther applies it to the ſame perſons, nor affirms the ſame 


thing concerning it which Mr. Fl. affirms, when he pretends 
to 
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to make it he ſeal of the covenant to infants. Let the reader 


make his own reflections upon this conduct. 

But I now obſerve more particularly in the ſecond place: 
that the Scripture never once calls baptiſm the ſeal of the goſ- 
pel covenant, any more than it calls circumciſion the /eal of that 


which was made with Abraham. I would not ſpend time in 


ſuch kind of obſervations, did I not ſee ; that unſcriptural 
expreſſions, rendred plauſible by alluſions of mens own ma- 
king, from one diſpenſation to another, are made the founda- 
tion of ſchemes intirely diſferent from and inconſiſtent with 
the Scripture account. And how inſignificant ſoever this ob- 
ſervation in particular may ſeem at firſt ſight ; I would intreat 
my readers to conſider, how unavoidably they mult lead 
themſelves into miſtakes in the affair of baptiſm, if they neg- 
lect to conſult the New Teſtament account of it, and upon 
unſcriptural expreſſions build ſchemes of unwarranted rela- 
tion to diſpenſations long ſince ſuperſeded. 
Conſult the New Teſtament account of baptiſm, (which 
in all reaſon we ought to make our rule, with regard to an 
ordinance of the goſpel-diſpenſation) and you will find: that 
in the inſtitution itſelf it is directed to be adminiſtred to oh 
in all nations, as are firſt by teaching made diſciples; Mat. 
XXViii. 19. and that there is no more commiſſion given to 
baptize any other perſons ix any nation, than there is commiſ- 
ſion to baptize idiots, madmen, and profeſſed infidels. You 
will likewiſe find : that as we become the children of God by 
faith in Chriſt Feſus; ſo by being baptized into Chriſt, we | our- 
ſelves, by our own act and deed] put on Chriſt, in a volun- 
tary profeſſion of being his; Gal. III. 26, 27, that for this 
very end we are gb yo with Chriſt by baptiſm into death; that 


lite as Chriſt was raiſed up from the dead by the glory of the 


Father, even ſo we alſo ſhould walk in newneſs of life; Rom. 

vi. 4. that believing in Jeſus is made the condition of being 
baptized ;, Acts viii. 35. F thou believeſt with all thine heart 
thou mayeſt : and that the very thing which renders baptiſm 


ſalutary to us is the anſaver of a good conſcience towards Gad; 
1 Pet. iii. 21. Now all theſe texts give ſuch an account 


of baptiſm, as ſhews, that infants are uncapable of what is 


requiſite to it; and conſequently, that according to the mind . 


of Chriſt they are not the ſubjects of it. 


There: is therefore no roomy no foundation « or warrant 
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for making arbitrary alluſions of our own to former diſpen- 
ſations the rule of practice under the goſpel : nor can any 
alluſions to former oeconomies be of force in this caſe, unleſs 
Chriſt the author of the goſpel diſpenſation tells us it 1s his 
mind it ſhould be ſo, and ſo far only as he declares he would 
have it ſo : and this throws down to the ground the whole 
ſcheme of arguing from circumciſion to baptiſm, whether con- 
ſidered as ſeals or not. But more eſpecially there is no 
room, no foundation or warrant, for making unſcriptural 


expreſſions the baſis of a ſcheme, which oppoſes the plain 


Scripture account of chriftian baptiſm : which yet is the 


caſe, in calling it the ſeat of the goſpel-covenant, in alluſion 
to circumciſion as the ſeal of the Abrahamic covenant, when 


the Scripture never once calls either of them by ſuch names. 
Baptiſm, I ſay, is never once inScripture called a ſeal at all: 


much leſs is it called tbe ſeal of the goſpel covenant: and much 


leſs ſtill is it affirmed to be ſo % infants. There is indeed 
mention made of à ſeal in the New Teſtament : but it is 
not baptiſm. The primitive chriſtians, the Epheſians in par- 
ticular, as the apoſtle appeals to them, Een. 1. 13. after 
that they believed, were ſealed with that holy Spirit of promiſe , 
zobich, he adds in the next verſe, is the earneſt of our inhe- 
ritance, until the redemption of the purchaſed poſſeſſion, unto 


” the praiſe of God's glory. So, writing to the CoRINTHIANS, 
24 epiſtle, 1. 22. he ſais; bo alſo bath ſealed us, and gi- 


ven us the earneſt of the Spirit in our hearts. And if ! miſ- 
take not, to the like purpole, though not in the uſe of the 
fame word, is Rom. viii. 16. The Spirit itſelf beareth 
witneſs with cur ſpirits, that we are the children of God. The 
Spirit therefore is, or at leaſt has been, according to Scrip- 
ture account, a ſeal to God's people, under the goſpel-dil- 
penſation. But baptiſm is never ſaid to have been ſo. And 
whereas it may be aſked, may not baptiſm ſeem to be 4 
< ſeat of the remiſſion of paſt ſins, to thoſe who fincerely 
* comply with it in obedience to Chriſt's direction: I would 
anſwer; that if it may ſeem to be fo, yet I will not venture 
to affirm that it is ſo; becauſe the Scripture does not there- 
in bear me out. -But if it were ſo; yet even that would 


be a very different thing from making it the ſeal of the ge 


pel covenant to infants. | 
pon the whole of what has been hitherto ſaid concerning 
| 8 | ſeats, 
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_ ] obſerve: that the Scriptures, both of the Old and 
New Teſtament, ſpeak of them as ſpecial indications of God's 
high approbation of and complacency in particular perſons, 
granted with an immediate view to their own perſonal faith 
in him: and, that no poſitive rite, either of the Old or 
New Teſtament, i is ever once in Scripture call*d a Seal, with 
reſpect to thoſe in general, to whois ordered to be admi- 
niſtred. I have ſhewn, that circumciſion never was, to a- 
ny one foul of Abraham's deſcendents, zhe ſeal of the Abra- 
hamic covenant ;, though it was a rite ordered by divine au- 
thority to be adminiſtred to all his male deſcendents, in to- 
ken of a covenant made with him : and that baptiſm never 
was, according to Scripture account, a ſeal of the goſpel co- 
venant, even to believers themſelves, much leſs to infants z 
though it was a rite ordered by divine authority to be mini- 
ſtred to all thoſe who profeſs to believe Chriſts doctrine; and 
was defign'd to repreſent their obligation to die unto lin, 
and live unto God. If chriſtians in general could have been 
content to conſider both circumciſion and baptiſm as ordinan- 
ces of God, ſuited to the reſpective diſpenſations of his mind 
wherein he ordained them ; and could have forborne laying 
a ſtreſs upon conjettural inferences of their own, from one diſ- 
penſation to another: the unſcriptural hypotheſis of the ſeals 
had never been thought of. The right way to avoid the 
confuſion it has introduced, is to throw it wholly aſide ; and 
to take Chriſt's ordinances as we find them delivered by 
him, and deſcribed by his apoſtles in the New Teſtament. 
But I obſerve ſtill further in the third place: that when 
Mr. Fleming calls circumciſion the ſeal of the covenant to 
infants, he himſelf is not able to tell what covenant it was 


which it ſealed to them; particularly whether it was the 


goſpel covenant or not. Nor can 1] at all wonder, that wi- 
ſer men than he ſhould be confounded, when through cuſ- 
tom they are led to affirm what has no warrant in Scrip- 
ture. If it was any -covenant different from the goſpel, 
which circumciſion /ealed to infants of old: then there is no 
force in arguing, that infants muſt now have the goſpel co- 
venant ſealed to them, becauſe infants had then a different 
covenant ſealed to them under a former diſpenſation. Nor 


can any other thing in the world give authority for admi- 


niſtring any rite to infants as a a ſeat of the goſpel "—_ 
| than 
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than the command of the author of that covenant ; which 
command if Mr, Heming will produce, we will readily obey i it. 
If the covenant which God made with Abrabam was one and 
the ſame with the goſpel covenant, conſidered as a diſpenſation 
of the mind of God; (and it is in that ſenſe alone that there is 
any room to argue upon it in the affair before us) then there is 
no difference between premiſe and fulfilment : and then how 
came it to paſs, that any other than the fame /eal was made 
uſe of? What account is there to be given, why under the 
goſpel God appointed the rite of baptiſm, and did not con- 
tinue the rite of circumciſion ; but that in his wiſdom he 
ſaw it better ſuited to this diſpenſation, conſidered as very 
different from the former? And if it be really different, as 
different, (beſides all relation to temporal bleſſings in the 
land of Canaan) as tbe promiſe of the Meſſiahs coming is 
from the Meſſiahs actual coming and eſtabliſhing the ſpiritual 
kingdome which it was promiſed he ſhould ſet up: then there 
is no foundation for arguing, that a new rite, appointed 
under a new diſpenſation, muſt be adminſtred to infants, 
merely becauſe infants had à different rite adminſtred to 
them under a former different diſpenſation, | 
If in an affair of poſitive inſtitution we would lay ſtreſs, 
as our pædobaptiſt brethren do, upon inferences relating 
to former diſpenſations; the argument would be directly 
in our favour, and againſt them. For though circumciſion 
was, as properly in the fleſh. of the male infants as of adult 
males, a viſble toten of the covenant, wherein God promi- 
fed that the Meſſiah ſhould ariſe from Abraham's family, 
and conſequently infants were as properly as the adult males 
the ſubjects of a rite which under that diſpenſation was 
appointed to betoken the Meſſiah's future coming: yet 
when this promiſed Meſſiah is come, and another rite is by 
im appointed to be à loben of voluntary ſubjection to bim, in 
the laws of that ſpiritual kingdome, which in fulfilment of 
prophecy he has actually ſet up; the very reaſon and deſign 
of its appointment neceſſarily excludes them from being 
ſubjects of it. And this is the caſe of baptiſm under the goſpel 
&iſpen/ation : which the New Teſtament repreſents as be 
token af a voluntary ſubjection to Jeſus, in all the laws of his 
ſpiritual kingdome, conſidered as the promuſed Meſſiah, in 


Alon all nations ſoould be bleſſed, 5 
dt But 
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But T wiſh that they who affirm the Abrahamic covenant 
to be the very ſame with the goſpel, and who thence infer, 


that infants muſt be ſubjects of a rite under the one, becauſe 
they were ſubjects of a rite inſtituted under the other, would 


conſider that their aſſertion itſelf has no foundation in Scrip- 


ture. The only ſemblance of a Scripture argument for ma- 


- king them one and the ſame, is taken from the words of St. 


Paul, in the IIId chapter of his epiſtle to the Galatians. In 
the $th verſe of which chapter he has theſe words : And the 


Scripture, forſeeing that God would juſtifie the heathen through 
faith *, preached before the goſpel unto Abraham ; ſaying,” In 


thee ſoall all nations be bleſſed. Here, according as the words 
are rendred in our tranſlation, he goſpel is ſaid to have been 
preached to Abraham, in that promiſe, In thee ſhall all na- 
tions be bleſſed. The meaning is, that in that promiſe zheſ? 
good tydings were given to him. But allowing it to be a g. 
pel-promiſe, as it was a promiſe of the coming of the Meſ- 
ſiah, who was in due time to be the founder of the goſpel-con- 


flitution : if the delivery of this promiſe to Abraham, at- 


tended with the ordinance of circumciſion, is a good argu- 
ment why a certain rite, different from circumciſi 70n, ſhould 
be adminiſtred to infants when the Meſſiah the ſubje& of 
the promiſe ſhould appear : then the delivery of that more 
ancient goſpel-promiſe, for the comfort of our firſt parents 
after their fall, The ſeed of the woman all bruiſe the ſer- 
pent*s head, being attended with no poſitive ordinance, is 
as good an argument why no religious rite ſhould be admi- 
niſtred, either to infants or adult perſons, when this pro- 
miſed Seed of the woman ſhould appear: and yet nothing is 


more plain, than that when his promiſed Seed did come, he 


himſelf, by authority from God, did inſtitute ordinances 
whereby he would be acknowledged; and particularly one, 
whereby they who chooſe to become his diſciples ſhould vo- 
luntarily profeſs this their choice. I mention theſe things 
only to ſhew ; that there is no room or foundation for ar- 
guing from one diſpenſation 'to another, to prove that 
Pgſitive inſtitutions under one diſpenſation muſt needs be re- 


8 3 by what was done under another, where God him- 


elf has not thought fit to interpoſe directly, and to tell us 
he would have it ſo. There will be no end of the confuſion 


this will lead to, if we go on in this manner. 
And 
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And this is a ſufficient anſwer to what Mr. Fleming ad- 


vances from the 16th, 17th, and 18th verſes of the ſame 7 
IIId chapter to the Galatians, in pag. 29: of his Appendix: 155 
where he refers to theſe verſes to prove that the Abrahamic Fr 
covenant is the very chriſtian covenant, the ſame in nature * 
and eſſence,— @ covenant referring to and including Cbriſt . * 
the promiſed Meſſiah. I ſay again : if this was the caſe ; to = 
did the promiſe to our firſt parents, that the Seed of the c. . - 
man. ſhould bruiſe the ſerpent*s head, refer to and include : 
Chriſt the promiſed Meſſiah, and therefore was of the ſame ud , 
nature and eſſence in promiſe; as the goſpel properly ſpeak- 1 
ing was in its completion : and yet there is a heaven- wide diffe- ch 
rence between the two diſpenſations of promiſe and of comple- Ii 
tion; and conſequently the non-appointing of ordinances at 1375 
the delivery of this i goſpel- promiſe is no argument why * 
no ordinances mult be obſerved when the promiſed Seed him- 53 
ſelf ſhould appear. No more is the appointing circumciſion to 7 
be adminiſtred to infants, at the time when a /ub/equent goſ- th 
pel-promiſe was delivered to Abraham, an argument why a pr 
rite different frpm circumciſion ſhould be adminittred to infants Ni 
after the appearance of he promiſed Seed; eſpecially when | 
the very rite, which at his appearance he himſelf did in- * 
ſtitute, was, according to his own account and that of his 1 
inſpired followers, ſuch as infants are uncapable of. pi 
But unexpectedly ſo it Lappens ; that though the author hg: 
of the Appendix to the Plea for Infants is very poſitive, that 3 
the Mrabamic covenant was the very chriſtian covenant, the nal 
ſame in nature and eſſence; yet the Vindicator of that ſame | _ 
Appendix makes theſe two covenants as different as the old 4 
and the new. See pag. 28. of the Vindication : where the _ 
author | peaks of the Abrahamic covenant as having had its . the 
accompliſhment [I could not have ſaid more myſelf} in the 5 
coming of the promiſed Seed who was 10 bleſs all nations : and # 
then immediately adds: that tbe ſeal of THE oLD cove- 90 
© N ANT was now cancelled, it having done its office, in ut 
0 3 one people and family diſtinct; it was there- © þ 
fore proper, highly fit, that a rite ſhould take place, that 3 
© ſhould every where intimate, that the old rite was can- ct 
© celled, and that no diſtinction any more remained, of ſect © þ 
or nation, in the view of he new covenant.” It is plain, * 
that in the abovewritten quotation the author calls 1% 4- ey 


brahamic 
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hrabamic covenant the old covenant ; and that by way of diſ- 


tinction from the goſpel, which he as plainly calls zbe new 
covenant. This he confirms in his next words: where he 


argues; that the application of baptiſmal water to men 


who embraced CHRISTIANITY and to their offspring, did 


and does every where ſignifie the unlimited extent of that 


« favour and protection which THE GOSPEL COVENANT 
* would exhibit.” And again, pag. 29. he ſpeaks of be 
covenant of peculiarity and the goſpel covenant as two diſtint# 
covenants : and affirms, that the hiſtory of the poſitive 
* rites under theſe covenants gives us no reaſon to imagine; 


that the ſubjects of either covenant | obſerve reader, the 


© ſubjects of either covenant] were to have a change in the 


manner, of applying the ſeals.” 


As to Mr. Fleming's doctrine of the ſeals ; I have already 


ſhewn, that there is no foundation for it in Scripture. I now 


produce theſe paſſages only to ſhew : that the force of truth 


has obliged him to acknowledge, that %e Abrahamic cove- 


#aut and the goſpel are not the ſame but very different co- 


venants; as different as promiſe and accompliſhment, old and 


new, peculiarity and goſpel : and that the arguing from them 
as being of the ſame nature and eſſence, and inferring that 


_ Infants muſt be the ſubjects of a rite inſtituted under the 


one, becauſe they were the ſubjects of à different rite, for 
very different reaſons inſtituted under the other, has no 


foundation. At leaſt we have here Caleb againſt Fleming, 


and Fleming againſt Caleb: and let him of the two, that ſpeaks 


moſt to the purpoſe, be moſt regarded. 


He, I think, is moſt in the right, who ſpeaks of the ce- 
venant of peculiarity and the goſpel covenant as two diſtinct 


covenants, mentioning diſtinctly the ſubjects of either cove- 


nant. And this my opponent does molt expreſly, Vindic. 


pag. 29. lin. 4, 5, 6. But the ſame author is very much in 


the wrong, when about the middle of the fame page he 


affirms : © that as Abraham's faith entitled his whole houſe- 


* hold; and all his male deſcendants, to the ſame rite that 
* was applied to himſelf ; ſo upon the faith of the convert 


© to chriſtianity, his whole houſehold, or her whole houſe- 
hold, were entitled to e ſame ſeal, and had it actually 


* applied.* In both parts of this ſentence he affirms what 


is utterly falſe in fact. For neither did Abraham's faith en- 


F | title 
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+ title any one ſoul of his houſehold to circumciſion ; nor was 

it ever adminiſtred c any one traividual of his deſcendents XI. 
in virtue of his faith, but in purſuance of the expreſs com- bot] 
we | mand of God, which required the male infants to be cir- Pet 
ul | cumciſed at eight days old. Nor did the faith of any convert the 
| to chriſtianity ever entitle his or her houſehold to baptiſm : us | 
nor was it ever in the apoſtolic age applied on any ſuch ac- em 
1 count; but only upon the profeſſion which every perſon cle⸗ 
made of his or her own faith. What my opponent thus KV. 
roundly aſſerts concerning the houſeholds in general, he ts that 
not able to prove; or ſo much as to give one inſtance of ' 7 
it throughout the whole New Teſtament. If he could do ded 
this, I am fatisfied he would, : this 
He brings in his confident ailertion as a branch of his __ 
ſcheme of the ſeals ; which ſcheme I have already diſprov- ny 
ed. But moſt of the texts, which in the * ſame and the 1 1 
next page he produces as on his own fide, are directly a- a ſt 
gainſt him; and the reſt nothing to the purpoſe. Particu- belt, 
larly, that text, Luke xix. 9. This day is ſalvation come to the) 
this houſe, is nothing to my opponent*s purpoſe ; becauſe it the1 
proves no more, than that the doctrine of ſalvation was now Mr 
r and offeredto Zachæus's houſehold ; which doctrine and 
if they embraced as heartily as he himſelf did, they would, Cer 
as well as he, be ſaved by it, but not otherwiſe. And the fol- : bap 
lowing paſſage, Acts ii. 39. The promiſe is to you and to your 1 
children, moſt clearly receives its explication from the fol- bok 
lowing words in the ſame verſe; and to all that are afar off, the 
even as many as the Lord our God ſhall call. Which words (for 
ſhew ; that the apoſtle confines the promiſe to ſuch only of ſav, 
the poſterity, either of Jews or Gentiles, as ſhould prove to ters 
be the called in Chriſt Jeſus; a character which will by no the 
means agree to new-born infants. | > of, 
Then, that text, Acts xvi. 31. Believe on the Lord Je- tiſn 
do ſus Chriſt, and thou ſhalt be ſaved and thy houſe, is directly a- HR 
| gainſt my opponent's cauſe. For common ſenſe will tell Mr 
im; that the jailor was here aſſured, that his houſe or fa- not 
mily ſhould be ſaved in the ſame way as he himſelf ; that clui 
| is, through their own perſonal believing in the Lord Feſus the 
Il - Chrift, and not through their maſter's believing for them. = 
* So Cornelius was bid to ſend for Peter, who ſhould tell bim l, 


| : things 
Pag. 29. at bottom, and pag. 30. at the top. | 
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things whereby be and all his houſe ſhould be ſaved; Acts 
xi. 14. That is; both be and all his bouſe thould be ſaved, if 

both he and all his houſe gave due reception to the word which 
Peter had to deliver: but there is no promiſe of ſalvation to 
the houſehold, or any part of it, in any other way than Corneli- 
us himſelf was here taught to hope for it; which was a hearty 
embracing of the goſpel when preached to them. But more 
clearly to our purpoſe, the hiſtorian expreſly affirms, AcTs 
xVIII. 8. that Criſpus believed in the Lord, with all his houſe : 
that is to ſay, all his houſe, all his family, actually believed 
in the Lord, as well as Criſpus himſelf, And what is ad- 
ded in the ſame verſe confirms this: that many of the Corin- 
thians, hearing, believed, and were baptized ; that is, juſt fo 
many as beard and believed, were baptized ; but not a foul 
more. So the houſebold of Stephanas were baptized ; 1 Cor. 
* 16. And no wonder. For we have in the ſame epiſtle 
a ſufficient proof, that this very houſehold of Stephanas were 
believers ; when it is affirmed of them, chap. xvi. 15. that 
they were the firſt fruits of Achaia, and that they addicted 
themſelves to the miniſtry of the ſaints, Which things I hope 
Mr. Fleming will not pretend to affirm concerning infants : 


and yet theſe things are as plainly and fully affirmed con- 


cerning the houſehold, as it is affirmed that the houſebold were 
baptized. | 
In all theſe inſtances the Scripture doctrine of the houſe- 


Bolds is directly and clearly againſt Mr. Fleming: and ei- 


ther ſhews, that there were no infants in theſe houſeholds, 
(for the houſeholds themſelves are ſpoken of as belzevers, and 
ſaved through their own faith, and not that of their maſ- 
ters) or elſe, that what infants there might be in any of 
the houſeholds were therefore neither ſpoken of nor thought 


of, becauſe not capable of faith, nor conſequently of bap- 


fm. 3 > . 
| Theſe things I largely ſet forth in my * Defence. Which Z 
Mr. FI. did not think fit to anſwer; or to take any other 9 


notice of, than to account me preſumptuous, for con- 
cluding that there were no infants in the houſeholds. But 
the thing as above ſtated ſpeaks for itſelf. And I would 


intreat the reader to conſider who is moſt preſumptuous : 


I, who upon plain proof that the houſeholds themſelves be- 


© "Pa liewed, 
Fag. 54—57- f Viadic. p. 77. 
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lieved, conclude that either there were no infants in thoſo 
Bouſebolds, or elſe that the infants are not ſpoken of becauſe 
wncapable of believing : or Mr. leming , who though there 
15 not one text affirming that there were infants in the houſe- 
holds, yer boldly concludes that there were infants, and fur- 
ther concludes, that thoſe infants were baptized. { _ 

Let that ane ſingle inſtance be reviewed, which is more 
clear and particular than any other, and therefore moſt fit 
to be the key for interpreting all the reſt; I mean that 
of the jailor: and it will plainly be ſeen: 1. That Paul 

, and Silas ſpoke unto him the word 
Keb l lat urs. , of the Lord, and to all that were 
= + - - in his houſe ; and this in purſuance 

of the aſſurance given, that pn 
believing on the Lord Feſus Chriſt 
he and his houſe ſhould be ſaved. 
2. That upon hearing the word 
Beleived by them all. preached, he believed in God with all 
fe | his houſe. That is; he and all his 
family believed the Word, which 
Paul and Silas had preached to them 
all. 3 That upon this their belief, 

All were baptized; as all be and all his houſe were ſtraitway 
belicved. baptized. ACTS XVI. 30—34. 
EDS: | We deſire no clearer account than 
this, to ſhew: either that every ſin- 
gle foul in this houſehold believed the word preached, and 
thereby had a right to the baptiſm which followed : or that 
i there were any infants in the houſehold, all mention con- 
cerning them was with good reaſon omitted as needleſs, 
becaule the things mentioned with relation to the houſehold in 
general were Known not to belong to them; and yet no im- 
propriety in ſaying, that the houſehold believed the word, 
winch was preached to them, and that he houſebold were 
thereupon Sapti ged. The ſame things for ſubſtance, though 
_ quite ſo particularly, are ſaid concerning other hou/e- 

olds. 

From the whole of what is recorded in the New Teſta- 
ment concerning the houſehotds it appears: that whoever in 
any Bouſebold was baptized, was baptized upon his or her 
on perſonal believing the word preached, and not u Po id 
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Charge of calling in queſtion the capacity or integrity of all 


faith of the head of the family. Whatever men advance 
of this latter kind, 1s nothing elſe but meer hypotheſis. It 
is brought in by Mr. Fl. as a neceſſary part of his doctrine 
of the ſeals and their application; the whole of which I have 


ſhewn to be without any foundation in Scripture. I have 
been the larger in confuring it, becauſe his book is full of 


it: and mult therefore intreat the reader, as often as he finds 
Mr. Fleming return to his favorite topics of the ſeals and the 
houſeholds, to remember that I have ſhewn they have na 
foundation in Scripture. 

And with regard to the true Scripture doctrine of the 
houſeholds, their being baptized upon their own faith, and 
not that of their maſter or head; I would intreat the reader 
likewiſe to obſerve, how natural, how rational this is; and 
how perfectly agreeable to the other New Teſtament ac- 
counts concerning baptiſm : particularly to the Commiſion it- 


ſelf, which requires Chriſt's miniſters to baptize thoſe in all 


nations, who are firſt made diſciples by teaching; and not all 
in every nation, whether they be or be not capable of it 
and voluntary in it: to the examples of perſons baptized ; 
among all which there is not one infant mentioned : to the 
reaſonings of the apoſtles upon baptiſm, as the anſwer of a 
good conſcience towards God, the means whereby we viſibly 
put on Chriſt, and take on us the obligation to die unto fin 
and live unto God. And even with regard to the Abraha- 


mic covenant it ſelf, I would deſire the reader to obſerve, 


how wiſely it was ordered; that though under that diſpen- 
ſation wherein the Meſſiah was exhibited only in promiſe, 
a rite was ordained, which even in its miniſtration to in- 
fants, did by a mark in their fleſh, from age to age keep 


up the remembrance of that promiſe, and therefore was as 


properly adminiſtred to them as to adult perſons; yet when 
the promiſe was accompliſhed, and the Meſſiah actually come, 
ſuch an ordinance was by himſelf appointed to be compli- 
ed with by the ſubjects of his kingdome, as ſuits thoſe on- 


ly, who actually acknowledge him for their Lord, and en- 


gage obedience to him. 


Having thus largely conſidered Mr. Fleming 's unſcrip- 


tural ſchemes, I now paſs on to pag. 35, 36. of his Vin- 
dication; where he renews againſt the Anabaptiſts the 


tbat 
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that declare for infant-baptiſm. I am weary of perſonal 
fquabbles: and therefore without making any quotation 
intreat the reader to conſult that part of my Defence, pag. 
63, 64, where I juſtly complain of his reflexions. But 
he now carries them a great deal further: reflecting upon 
me and the generality of the defenders of adult baptiſm, 


as having call'd in queſtion both the integrity and capacity of 


infant baptizers;, and adding a great deal to the ſame pur- 
poſe, which does not deſerve a repetition. 

In anſwer to all that he pretends to build upon quotati- 
ons from me, I aſk him; what he would have a man do, 
who believes in his conſcience, that /prinkling is not bap- 
iiſin, and that infants are not the perſons deſigned by our 
Lord Jeſus as the ſubjects of his ordinance ? Would he 
have, him belie his own conſcience, to pleaſe the numbers 
who differ from him? By his way of arguing, he blame: 
us for not doing this. And this, I am ſure, is not arguing 


like a Proteſtant. Nay farther: he ſhews his high diſplea- 


fare againſt me, pag. 36. for not owning, that there is ſome 
other chriſtian baptiſm beſides that of the adult and by plung- 
ing; though he knows, that my differing from him in 
theſe two points is the occaſion of the whole controverſie 
between us. That is to ſay : he is diſpleaſed, that I will 


not at once give up the ſettled ſentiments of my mind with 


regard to the whole controverſie, even though I ſtill be- 
heve that I am in the right and he in the wrong. In- 
ſtead of anſwering ſuch an «anreaſonable demand, I ſay, in 
behalf of my ſelf and thoſe of the fame ſentiments with 
me: that if after the beſt ſearch we are able to make, 
we verily believe we are in the right; we muſt as verily 
believe that our brethren on the other ſide are miſtaken. 
And this is all that I pretend to: having never once charged 
them with want of integrity, though I believe them all to 
be in a miſtake, and have a right to own my differing 
from them. Let Mr. Fleming, if he can, give a better reaſon 
for his daring to diſſent from the eſtabliſh*d church, in 
which are ſuch numbers of men, both of capacity and integri- 
ty ; both of which are impeached by him, if his argument 
ſtands good againſt me. | 


J do not ſee, that any one thing I have ſaid impeaches the 


extegrity of thoſe from whom I differ; nor did Jever 2 7 
n n that 


1 
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that it ſhould. I ſhew indeed, that I believe them to be ia 4 


miſtake. And if wherein we differ I do upon ſincere enquiry 
believe that I am in the right; then I am obliged in conſci- 
ence to believe that they are in the wrong: nay I cannot in 
that caſe believe otherwiſe if I would, whatever is the infe- 
rence with regard to the capacity of my brethren, I fay 


ſtill, as I did in the paſſage quoted from me by Mr. Flem- 


ing; that he and his brethren muſt anſwer for themſelves 
in adminiſtring what they call baptiſm to infants, and 


admitting them as viſible members of the church. And 


yet he wrongs me very much, by repreſenting as if I diſ- 
owned from being vi/feble members of Chriſt's church all thoſe 
who are unbaptized. I never once diſowned them. I be- 
lieve them to be members of the chriſtian church, though 
under a great miſtake, and by the influence of that miſtake 
deſtitute of one of the ordinances, which I believe Chriſt ap- 
pointed to be complied with by all the ſubjects of his king- 
dome. They believe themſelves baptized: I do not. They 
believe themſelves regularly entred into Chriſt's church: I 
believe they are come in irregularly: but yet, by reaſon of 
the profeſſion they make, though in a different way from 
what I believe Chriſt appointed, I cannot, nor ever did, diſ- 
own them from being membersof his church. Andinpurſu- 


| ance of theſe thoughts I ſay ſtill, as I faid before, pag. 6th of 


this treatiſe; that I had rather perſuade my unbaptized bre- 
thren to communicate with ſuch ſocieties as believethem bap- 
tized, than run the riſque of breaking to pieces thoſe ſoct- 
eties, where the greateſt part believe immerſion in water on 


profeſſion of faith to be neceſſary to the conſtitution of a 
_chriſtianchurch z or contribute to the intire loſs of the prac- 


tice of chriſtian baptiſm, which mixt communion, in this 
great city, would effectually do. 

I ſtill perſiſt in the ſame opinion of the importance of bap- 
tiſm, which I haye declared in my Diſcourſes and their De- 
fence. And I now add: that it is one thing, for chriſtians 
to differ in their ſentiments about a point of meer ſpecula- 
tion; and another thing, to differ upon a point of practice, 
where the continuance or non-continuance of an ordinance 
of Chriſt is concerned. I lay it down ſtill as my judgment, 
(and I never pretended to go further) that according to the 


tenor of the New Teſtament, the profeſſion which ſhould 
| ' | give 


4 
t. 
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give a right to baptiſm muſt be a per/onal © profeſſion: and 
that baptiſm was deſigned to be the token of a perſonal, 
voluntary ſubmiſſion to Chriſt: that to this agrees the plain. 
eſt ſenſe of the commiſſion it ſelf; of the examples of bap- 
tiſm ;z and of the reaſonings upon it: and that there is no 
room for conjeFural inferences from the conſtitution of the 
Moſaic Law, or from the Abrahamic covenant which 
vent before it.“ All this I ſtill deliver as my judgment, 
and the foundation of my practice: but am far from build- 
ing upon theſe principles the ſuperſtructure, which my op- 
ponent falſely aſcribes to me. All that I have ſaid in my 
Diſcourſes or their Defence is, I think, very conſiſtent with 
believing, that a man may be a real chriſtian, who through 
the prejudices of education is trained up in ſuch miſtakes, as 
have prevented him from being baptized. I declare, that 


R HH A $G A 


I heartily believe this: and am forry to ſee, that the intro- 


ducing of infants-baptiſm into the church, (which however 
| hiſtory ſhews us was not done all at once, but ſtep by ſtep, 
as other errors were introduced) has prevented thouſands of 
as good chriſtians as any in the world from making their 
profeſſion of chriſtianity in the way which Chriſt ap- 
Pointe. ä 3 
Let the reader judge, whether the inference, which Mr. 
H. unjuſtly raiſes againſt me, does not fix that very charge 
upon him, which he would fain faſten upon me. For I 
believe, that a man may be a profeſſed chriſtian and a true 
chriſtian, a member of the inviſible church, and of the viſible 
eburch too, who yet remains under ſuch miſtakes, as have 
hitherto prevented him from being baptized at all, though 
he thinks he is baptized: But Mr. Heming, if I do not greatly 
miſtake his meaning in this 36th page of his Vindication, be- 
heves, that none but they who are baptized belong 10 Chri/?*s 
viſible church. I believe concerning the unbaptized chriſtians, 
that they have entred the church in an irregular manner, be- 
cauſe they have not made their profeſſion of chriſtianity in 
the way which Chriſt appointed for that purpoſe. However, 
as they have made their profeſſion, they are v7/ible members: 
and ſuch of them as have made this profeſſion in the ſin- 


cerity of their hearts, and adhered to it in the courſe of 


their lives, are real members of the church of Chriſt, 


Which 
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Which now of us two is the moſt chargeable with * zar- 
rowing the church of Chriſt? Whoſe ſcheme is the moſt con- 


| grafting, or leaſt favoured by the genius and ſpirit of chri- 


ſtianity ? And how will the differing ſentiments of chri- 
ſtians concerning the regular conſtitution of chriſtian aſſem- 
blies, or the deſire to preſerve an ordinance of Chriſt, by 
keeping up diſtinct ſocieties of thoſe who unqueſtionably 
are baptized, prove the charge of uncharitableneſs and bigo- 
try againſt theſe ſocieties z when notwithſtanding this dif- 
tinction they love and treat their differing brethren as fellow 


\ chriſtians? This is the caſe with the antipædobaptiſts of my 


acquaintance, But Mr, Hl. it ſhould ſeem, has met with 


| ſome hot people of that denomination, who are not fo wiſe: 


and hereupon he is ſo wiſe, as to bring the charge of bigotry 
and uncharitableneſs upon the whole 95 7 as J have plainly 
proved he does. I wiſh he would conſider, that the ſpirit and 


genius of chriſtianity are not kept up merely by profeſſed. 


chriſtians worſhiping and communicating in the ſame par- 
ticular aſſemblies 3 but by maintaining in their temper and 
converſation the unity of the ſpirit in the bond of peace. And this 
Jam perſuaded is effectually done by many thouſands in the 
differing denominations, notwithſtanding the diſtin con- 


ſtitution of their ſocieties z while heart burnings reign too 


much in ſocieties agreed as to the ordinance of baptiſm, a- 
mong the very members which communicate at the ſame 
table. I could be glad to ſee, that we had fewer differences 
among us. But while we do differ in ſentiment, I am ve 

ſure, that the charging with bigotry and amcharitableneſs all 
thoſe who in their conſcience believe immerſion in water on 


profeſſion of faith to be the only baptiſm inſtituted by Chriſt, 
is not the way, either to reſtore, or to keep up, the true 


ſpirit and genius of chriſtianity. | 


And hereupon I would aſk even Mr. Heming himſelf 8 


whether he has not, in one ſingle ſentence, and in his ap- 
plication of it to the whole body of Antipædobaptiſts, all 


of whom believe plunging eſſential io baptiſm, acted more un- 


charitably towards them, than they have ever acted towards 


their brethren the pædobaptiſts. It is in the tract intituled, 


Plunging 


* See Mr. Flaming 'r reflexions, at the bottom of his 36th page; with his 


great grief for our deſtroying that charity, which is ſo much wanting in 
Lime. 7 f ying 95 
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| Plunging a ſubjef of bigotry, when made eſſential to baptiſm ; 
which tract Mr. Fleming now publicly acknowledges to be 


his own. The ſentence is as follows, in pag. 34. But who 


+ ever in either caſe, | that is, either in Plunging or Pouring, 
as appears from 2 lines preceding] * 
make his.mode eſſential, has thereby deviated from the goſ- 

* pel rule; has brought in offences; has introduced wncharita- 
: bleneſs ; and lies expoſed hereupon to a terrible anathema! 
for as much as he cannot be a true chriſtian, who ſaps 


+ and deſtroys the Spirit of the religion of Jeſus, which is 


charity.“ Whatever artful turn is given in the words im. 


mediatly following, with regard to truth and piety ; tis 


plain, that the application of the damnatory ſentence is pre- 
ſently made, pag. 35. againſt all thoſe, who think plunging 
requiſite or eſſential to baptiſm. The ergo, with which the book 
concludes preſently after, is turned directly upon them, though 
with a blank daſh;z>—— which ſhe ws, that he accounts them 
the very people deſcribed in his 34th page, though be bim- 
e has not front enough to write down the concluſion in 
words at length. To all this I ſhall make no other anſwer, 
than that I pray God to forgive him and turn his "= 
But to return to the Vindication. For anſwer to pag. 


it is ſufficient to ſay: that I think my Diſcourſes and Ds 


fence have proved baptiſm to be the ordinance, whereby 
Chriſt would have his diſciples profeſs their faith in him, 
and their pes and expectations from him: and that this pro- 
feſſion is very properly renewed at the Lord's table, and 


was by the inſtitutor himſelf ſo deſigned. Arguments to dil- | 


prove what I had advanced might have deſerved conſidera- 
tion: but opinions, and hypotheſes, eee with proots, 
deſerve nane. 

In pag. 38. the Vindicator calls to mind his own neglect 
of what I had made the ſubſtance of the greateſt part of 
my Diſcourſe, and upon which I had laid the greateſt ſtreſs 


for finding out the mind of Chriſt in the affair before us.“ 


To make ſatisfaction for which neglect he ſais: © he cannot 
* at preſent but be of opinion, that the term repentance, when 
- © firſt applied to baptiſm, had this idea eſſential to it; vis. 


mens change of mind, or their renouncing the religions they 


+ had before profeſſed, either of Gentili/m or Fudaiſm,? 
But this ASS y TER, before Profe L will by no 
meanz 


3 


is ſo bigoted, as to 


contra 
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means account for either John's baptiſm being called zþ2 
daptiſin of repentance for the remiſſion of fins, Mar. i. 4. or for 
Peter's exhortation, Acts ii. 38. Repent, and be baptized e- 
very one of you, in the name of Feſus Chrift, for the remiſſion 
of fins ; or Chriſt's own declaration of the deſign of his co- 


ming, which was, 7o call ſinners to repentance, Mat. ix. 13. 


or the numerous paſlages in Paul's epiſtles, which affirm ; 
that the Scripture hath concluded all under n; and that all 
who are juſtiſied muſt be juſtified freely by God's grace, through 
the redemption which is in Feſus Chriſt, Gal. iii. 22. Rom. iii: 
23, 24. Anſwering to Mark's deſcription of John's baptiſm 
as the baptiſm of repentance, is Matthew's account, of all the 
people's confeſſing their fins at baptiſm, ch. iii. 6. and the 
warning given by John to the Phariſees, when they offered 
themſelves to baptiſm, ver. 8. to bring forth fruits meet for 
repentance. Theſe things are very * different from the meer 


renouncing of the former profeſſion of Judaiſm : and yet this 


is the very fix/# application of the term repentance to baptiſm. 
But our chief buſineſs is with the baptiſm inſtituted by 
Chrift. Now I have already ſhewn, which my oppoſer ſhould 
have diſproved if he could; that this baptiſm does, in every 
ſubject of it, according to the accounts which the New Tef- 


tament gives of its nature and deſign, plainly denote the 


profeſſion of ſuch a faith in Chriſt; as includes repentance 
and the hope of pardon. And T bope Mr. Fleming will ac- 
knowledge, that they who are the fartheſt from a vicious 
character do yet ſtand in need of that repentance which the 


goſpel requires, and of that pardon, which it graciouſly of- 


* 


fers. What egregious trifling is it therefore, to talk of zhe . 


guileleſs Nathanael, the devout Cornelius, and ſuch other pi- 
ous perſons as Lydia, the eunuch, and Criſpus; as if in the 
affair of baptiſm they had nothing to do with repentance, 
properly ſpeaking ? This is the purport of the argument, 
if there is any force at all in it. He thinks indeed to come 
off very ſafe, by the help of the Word chiefly; concluding 
97k 1111 


thus 


»Napy, can Mr. Fleming ſhew ; that by being baptized into the belief 6f 


the approath of the bis gabme of heaven, the people had any thoughts of ti el 
renouncing Judaiſm at all? To me it is not probable that they had, On the 
contrary to me it is plain; that they expected to continue in the Jewiſh religion; 
diſciples of Moſes; and under that, as the moſt honourable diſtinction, t& 


be made maſſers of the world, by the eſtabliſhment of that &infdome, the 


#fproach whereof John preached. Very good . 


* 
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thus his paragraph. © To ſuppoſe baptiſm to have been 
* the baptiſm of repentance to fuch pious perfons, muſt 
<. CHIEFLY intend their renouncing Judaiſm, or import the 
© change of their religion.” Upon which I would afk him; 


whether it includes any regard at all to repentance for ſin, 


properly ſpeaking, and any hope in the mercy of God 
through Jeſus as a Saviour? If it does: then this is he chief 


or principal thing; in comparifon of which the cireumſtance 


of leaving another religion formerly profeſſed ſcarce deſerves to 
be named. | ; 

As to our Lord's baptiſm, which Mr. Fl. mentions, pag. 
39: my firſt Diſcourſe, (pag. 3, 11, 12.) accounts for that 
in fuch a manner, as is clearly conſiſtent with his own cha- 
racter, and with John's divine commiſſion to baptize into 
the profeſſion of believing the approach of the kingdom of 


. Seaven, and of a reſolution to live agreeably to it. This 


ſuited the character of Jeſus, which was then altogether pri- 
vate. He was not baptized as the introducer of a new diſ- 
penſation, which was to aregate the Jewiſb: but as one in 
a private character, who expected that new diſpenſation, 
and believed its approach; and therefore came within the 


reach of the divine commiſſion which John had received to 
baptize ſuch perſons. 


In the ſame 39th page the Vindicator ſeems ſomewhat 


puzzled to find out © how baptiſm can properly be apphed 
co the infants of profeſſing chriſtians, when they can nei- 


© ther be ſaid to repent as expreſſing à change of their reli- 


gion, nor repent of any courſe of action.“ His manner of 


ſolving the difficulty is as follows. © Infants therefore appear 


tome the proper ſubjects of this aptiſmof repentance, as they 


are initiated by it into a conſtitution of pardon and /ife.” 
I defire the reader here to obſerve the conſiſtency of this 


gentleman; and how far he will ſtrain a point, to ferve an 
hypotheſis. He acknowledges in this ſame paragraph, that 


infants cannot be ſaid to repent, particularly not to repent of 


- any: courſe of action. Yet he will have them to be 7he pro- 
per ſubjetts of the baptiſm of repentance, initiated by it into 
a conſtitution of pardon and life. See here, pardon without 


repentance :- nay and life too: and all by the application of 


a rite, which the infants themſelves know nothing of! And 
of farther. in the following Words this application 15 made of 


ſo 


. 
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ſo much importance, as if there were for the poor infants, 


even of profeſſing chriſtians themſelves, no hope of lie 


without it! Tis cruelty, it ſeems, to deny baptiſm to the in- 
fants of profeſſing chriſtians. And the reaſon given for it, 
in this and the following page is; © becauſe infants are cer- 
© tainly ſubjected to death, in conſequence of the one offence.? 
The author adds further: But as baptiſm is the initiating 
* rite into a conſtitution which declares, that as in Adam all 
die, ſo in Chriſt ball all be made alive; this rite applied to 
* infants becomes a proper, ſignificant ſeal or token of Rx- 
© MISSION, not of in, or per/onal demerit, but of death, or 
© of their deliverance from under the dominion-of it. So 
that the application of it may miniſter comfort to parents, 
© whoſe offspring die in infancy : and ſhould teach them no 
fo ſorrow as thoſe who are without hope.” To the ſame 


* 


purpoſe he ſpeaks, pag. 43. Eſpecially, as they and their 


parents are equally ſubjected to an univerſal evil, without 
« their own 3 or choice, viz. death They muſt there- 
© fore have an equal need of the ſame remedy : and of con- 
t ſequence, as baptiſm did initiate the firſt chriſtians into 
© this ſcheme of life; their infants, by the moſt obvious rea- 
© fon, ſhould be fo initiated. And till death does exempt 
© the. infants of chriſtians from its ſtroke, their claim to 
© this jeal of the rovenant of life mult illude the force of all 
Cn: - eb 5 

The reader will here obſerve, that all this ſuperſtructure 
is built by Mr. F. upon his 4orine of the ſeals, which I have 
ſhewn to be without foundation. But the reaſon of my 
bringing theſe things together in one view is, that it may 


de ſeen the more clearly, upon what principle he makes it 
cruelty to deny baptiſm to the infants of profeſſing chriſtians, 


and makes the application of that rite the mitiating of them 


into a conſtitution of pardon and life. So far as I am able 


to ſee, it is a principle which aims to prove; that the bap- 
tiſm of theſe infants ol as, chriſtians 1s their ſecurity 
againſt annihilation. However it is made the very thin 


which ſeals to them their deliverance from the dominion of 
death: to which dominion they muſt, according to the au- 


thor's way of arguing, be for ever expoſed, if not baptized; 
or at leaſt their parents can have no comfortable hope of 
their deliverance. Nay it is mentioned expreſly as heir re- 
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fants of thoſe who are not profeſſed chriſtians ; there is cru- 
elty enough in this ſcheme : tor according to it there is no 


hope at all left for them (or for their parents either) that 


they ſhall. ever riſe from under death's dominion. They 
are all left under the comfortleſs proſpect of periſhing for 
ever: and this, notwithitanding the plain words of the text, 


which the author moſt unaccountably quotes as if it was on 


his ſide; that as in Adam all die, fo in Chriſt ſpall all be made 
alive. He will not allow Dr: Gale's concluſion to be good: 
who argues, that i, children are not baptized for actual nor 


original fin, they are not to be baptized at all. There is ac- 


cording to Mr. Fleming, ſomething elſe for which they 
ſhould be baptized : and that, by the whole tenor of his 


argument appears to be, the ſecuring of life to them, and 


preventing them from falling for ever under the dominion 
of death. __ FFP 
But methinks he ſhould have eſtabliſhed this ſtrange doc- 


trine upon clearer proofs, before he ventured to argue upon 


its importance. As the argument ſtands at preſent in his 
own words, it is more calculated to terrifie tender parents 
into the neceſſity of bringing their children to baptiſm, than 
a proof that it is the mind of Chriſt they ſhould be baptized. 
Though. the danger repreſented in caſe of a neglect is not 


the very lame ; yet our author's argument is too near of kin 


to that, which has made many fearful parents carry their 
children to be ſprinkled almoſt aſſoon as they were born; 
left they ſhould die and be damn'd without it. 

And how greatly does he abound with contradictions, in 
endeavoring to ſupport his ſcheme | Baptiſm is in Scripture 
called ihe baptiſm of repentance for the remiſſion of ſins : and 


men are called upon, to repent and be baptized in the name of 


Jeſus Chriſt, for the remiſſion of ſins. Theſe things are ſo 


plain; that even with regard to infants themſelves, Mr. He- 


ming calls chriſtian baptiſm i baptiſm of repentance, and this 


with a view to pardon. But he will have this pardon to be 


a remiſſion, not of ſin, but of death; and conveyed by the ap- 


plication of a rite to ſubjects which he acknowledges do not 


_ repent at all! And whereas he quotes Scripture to prove, 


that as in Adam all die, ſo in Chriſt ſhall all be made alive; to 


| ſerve 
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medy againſt death, that univerſal evil. And as for the in- 


1. relating to poſitive Inſtitutions. 4 
{erve the turn of his hypotheſis, he confines the all here men- 
tioned, to baptized chriſtians, and ſuch of their offspring, 
and ſuch only, as die baptized ! How much better would it 
be, to uſe the baptiſm of repentance as the baptiſm of repentance; 
applying it to thoſe only, who profeſs that repentance which 
all ſtand in need of; and acknowledging, that all thoſe who 
with truly penitent minds ſubmit to this ordinance do cer- 


tainly receive the remiſſion of all paſt ſins? 5 


The 41ſt and 42d pages of the Vindication, from the old 
topic of groundleſs alluſions to former diſpenſations, are 
ſpent in the enquiry, whether, | taking in all circumſtances] an 
expreſs probibition was not neceſſary to warrant us in denying 
baptiſm to infants. Which enquiry, even taking in all the 
circumſtances that any way belong to it, is ſo far from be- 
ing the foundation, on which the weight of the debate reſts, 
that it is quite frivolous: becauſe whatever was by the com- 
mand of God done to infants, under former diſpenſations, 
nothing can give them a right to baptiſm under the diſpen- 
ſation of the goſpel, but the command of him, who by au- 
thority from God did under the goſpel diſpenſation inſtitute 
that ordinance. And ſince he has not only made no mention 
of infants with relation to baptiſm, but has given ſuch an 
account of the ordinance itſelf, partly in his own words, 


and partly in the words of his inſpired followers, as amounts 


to a prohibition of baptizing them; it is trifling to ſay, that 
an expreſs prohibition was neceſſary. 1 80 
Chriſt gave ſuch an account in his own words, as excludes 


them: particularly in the very inſtitution of the ordinance 


itſelf, Mar. xxv111. 19. For beſides that baptizing * into 
N 7 0 " 008 


If it be here objected, from 1 Cox. x. 2. that the fathers were bab 
tized unto Moſes in the cloud and in the ſea, and that their children were 


avith them : I anſwer, that though the children were with their parents ia 
the cloud and in the ſea, yet according to the manifeſt meaning of the apoſ- 
tle in this place, the children were not baptized into Muſes, as their parents 
were. For, in alluſion to that pro/e/fFon of believing in Jeſus Chriſt, which 
his diſciples make by being baptized into his name, the apoſtle in this text 
fignifies ; that the fathers of old, (alluſively ſpeaking) did by their follow- 
ing Moſes under the cloud, and through the Red ſea, profeſs their belief of 
the divine authority of that doctrine which Moſes taught. This is plain- 


ly the apoſtles meaning, as appears by his reaſoning in the following verſes : _ 


the ſum of which is to this purpoſe ; that though hereby zhe fathers ſpo- 
ken of did prof2/5 to be Moſes his diſciples, yet many of them did not act 


48 4 farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, I. 
the name of the Father and the Son and the beoly ghoſt proper- 
ly ſignifies baptizing into the profeſſion of that doctrine, 
which is the mind of tbe Father, publiſhed by the Son, and 
confirmed by the mighty operations of the holy Ghoſt , 
Chriſt's miniſters are here commiſſioned to baptize no other 
perſons in all nations, or in any nation, than ſuch as are by 
teaching made diſciples. The commiſſion is as extenſive 10 
teach, as to baptize. Teach all nations: baptize all nations. 
* Thoſe two words, Zeach and baptize,* as Dr. Gale very 
juſtly obſerves, (Reflec. on Wall. pag. 249.) relate to all 
the ſame perſons, and to whatever is meant in the com- 
* miſſion by all nations. If therefore infants are here order. 


ed to be baptized ; then infants are here ordered to be taught, 


It Chriſt does not here command his miniſters to teach in- 
fants while they are infants; then he does not command 
them to baptize infants while they remain infants. If they 
are not to be taught, till they are capable and willing to 
receive that inſtruction which ſhould make them diſceples : 
then they are, according to this very commiſſion, not to 
be baptized, till they have willingly received that inftruc- 
tion, by the embracing whereof they become diſciples. Thus 
Infants are excluded from baptiſm by the words of Chriſt 
- himſelf. , At; | ET! 
And the reaſonings of his followers in the primitive age, 
who well underſtood his mind, make it ſtill plainer, that 
the ordinance of baptiſm was not by him deſigned for them. 
Witneſs the apoſtle Peter's requiring in baptiſm the anſwer 
of @ good conſcience towards God, as the very thing that 
readers it /alutary ; 1 Pet. 111. 21, Witneſs St. Paul's ar- 
guing with the Galatians, ch. 111. 29. that as many as 
dave been baplized into Chriſt have put on Chriſt ; that is, have 
by their own act and deed ſhewn themſelves to be his diſ- 
ciples. Witneſs his appeal to the Romans, ch. vi. 4. con- 
cerning the obligation which all chriſtians take upon them- 
| felves by being baptized into Jeſus Cbriſt; an obligation, 
which no infant can take upon himſelf, and which the act 
of another cannot bind upon him: Therefore we, (that is, 
all who are-baptized inis Feſus Chriſt, as mentioned in the 
A. | preceding 


agreably to their pro/2/Fon, and therefore God's diſpleaſure broke out a- 
gainſt them. This paſſage therefore, ſo often harped upon by Mr. Fleming, 


u directiy againſt him, inſtead of ſerving the cauſe of infant-baptiſm, 
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receding verſe; therefore we) are buried with him by 
been into deatb; that like as Chriſt was raiſed up from the 
dead by the glory of the Father, even ſo we alſo ſhould walk in 
newneſs of life. And to go no further; witneſs thoſe remark- 
able words of Philip to the eunuch, who aſked him what 
hindred bim to be baptized, Acts vin. 37. If thou believeſt 
with all thine heart, thou mayeſt : plainly ſignifying, that belief 
is the thing, which according to Chriſt's conſtitution gives 
right to baptiſm z of which belief we think infants uncapa- 
ble; It is therefore nothing to the affair in hand, “ how in- 
fants were treated under the patriarchal and Moſaic diſpen- 
ſations, for reaſons peculiar to thoſe diſpenſations. It is nothing 
to the purpoſe how our Lord perſonally treated thoſe infants; 
which were brought io him for purpoſes quite different from 
baptiſm. And notwithſtanding the fitneſs of recommending 


to his diſciples Mat. xv111. 3, 4. the humility and readineſs 


to receive inſtruction which are viſible in children; our 
Lord's not baptizing or ordering to be baptized thoſe who 
were brought to him, chap. xix. 13. but only, according 


to the deſire of thoſe that brought them, putting his hands 


on them and praying, fully ſatisfy me, that he did not think 
them capable of what 1s required in baptiſm. Nor finally, 
can any Holineſß, conſidered in oppoſition te uncleanneſs, and 
derived to children by the lawful marriage of their parents, 
give the children a right to a poſitive ordinance, the very 
inſtitution whereof is contrived in ſuch a manner as to ex- 
clude them. | 1 
In pag. 42. the Vindicator puts a queſtion, which he is 


by no means able to anſwer, though he vainly attempts it. 


The queſtion is this. Since God had ſo expreſly enjoined circum- 


cifion to Abrabams infant poſterity, [he ſhould have ſaid, % 


the males of Abraham's infant poſterity, for the females were 
all excluded] why was not Chriſt as expreſs in his injundtion of 
baptiſm to the infant poſterity of chriſtian converts ? The true 
anſwer is; becauſe Chriſt did not ſee fit to do it: and this 
is reaſon ſufficient, We are fully ſatisfied he would have 
done it, if he had ſeen good reaſon for it. And we are 


farther ſatisfied, from the account which himſelf and his 
apoſtles have given of this inſtitution, compared with the 


eircumſtarices in which circumciſion was ordained under 


® bee Vindic, pag: 414 at the bottom. 
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former diſpenſations; that Chriſt ſaw it unf to appoint in- Mr. 
fants to be the ſubjects of the ordinance whereby he would be as tr 
acknowledged by his diſciples as the Meſſiah promiſed in to th 
thoſe former diſpenſations. And we acknowledge the wiſ- incaj 
dom of the author of our religion, in ordering it ſo, that give 
whereas not only adult perſons but infants were made par. p 
takers of an ordinance, belonging to diſpenſations wherein gatic 
the Meſſiah was held forth only in promiſe ; none but thoſe the e 
who are able to judge and act for themſelves are admitted ſuch 
to be partakers of that ordinance, which is appointed to be in n 
the token of acknowledging and obeying the Meſſiah already inſti 
come. 8 . reaſc 
It is trifling therefore, in a caſe of this nature, to talk of conf 
reſumptions of grants, and to quote hereupon the opinions of H 
lawyers. It is more trifling, to talk of * choo/ing guardians ment 
for children, unleſs it can be proved, that the goſpel allows 46, 
and directs to guardianſbip in the caſe before us. But moſt Be 
of all trifling it is to ſuppoſe ; that zhe ſolemn dedication of gut 
infants unto God, in purſuance of this guardianſbip, ſhould of 1 
be their protection, in reſpect of that univerſal evil, death, —» 
to which, (our author learnedly F obſerves) they and their Scri 
parents are equally ſubjected, without their own conſent or have 
choice. To talk bf baptiſm as à remedy, in a caſe of this na- EAR 
ture; to make this be /eal of the covenant of life; and to pre- fant 
tend a need, or neceſſity of it, till death exempts the infants  "_ 
of chriſtians from its ſtroke ; is talking quite at randome, 23 
and keeping at the utmoſt diſtance from Scripture doctrine. 65 
There is therefore nothing like the ſame ground for admitiing 7 
infants to baptiſm, as there is for adminiſtring the Lord*s ſupper Wh 
to females : who upon their ſolemn profeſſion of the chriſtian 5 5 
faith at their baptiſm, are diſciples of Chriſt, as properly as $205 
the males; and therefore as truly the very perſons, to whom the 
Chriſt in his commiſſion ordered baptiſm to be admini- — 
fred... | wit] 
The arguing, pag. 43, 44. from the compariſon between . 
circumciſion and baptiſm, with regard to the pain endured tis « 
in circumcifion, and the feeling of no pain in perfuſion or | voſt 
ſprinkling is meer begging the queſtion ; becauſe we deny pag 
perfuſion or ſprinkling to be baptiſm. And as for the origine of | bis 
moral entities, and the enquiries from Puffendorff, how long in | 
a. | | | before . 
Vindic. pag. 433. f Bid. 
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before a child is born he is capable f a title to a certain right 


Mr. H. might as well have kept theſe niceties to himſelf, 
as troubled the reader with them. For they can be nothing 
to the purpoſe, in a caſe where infants are excluded, by being 


incapable, according to thoſe very records which alone could 


give 4 right. 

The arguing from infani-baptiſm to moral duties and obli- 
gations, as our author does, pag. 45, 46. is again begging 
the queſtion ; and at the ſame time leading the reader into 
ſuch a maze, as only confirms the truth of what I obſerve 
in my Diſcourſes with which he is ſo angry; that poſitive 
inſtitutions muſt receive their whole force, not from our 
reaſonings, but from the declared will of the lawgiver, 
conſidering who that lawgiver is. 

Howeyer, Mr. Fleming 1s reſolved he will have an argu- 
ment from deduction: and he ſets it down pompoutly in pag. 
46, 47, 48, in a diſtin& column, oppoſite to that wherein 
he frames for us our argument againſt infant baptiſm. 
But he manages his argument very weakly, to ſay no worſe 
of it. 

For 1. We do not lay ſo much ſtreſs on the /ilence of 
Scripture relating to infants-baptiſm, (though that ought to 


have its weight,) as upon the Scripture's giving ſuch an 


account of baptiſm, as ſhews that Chriſt never deſigned in- 


fants to be the ſubjects of it, 


'Then 2. Whereas he affirms, that houſeholds are mentioned 
as baptized in virtue of the faith of their heads : 1 affirm this 
to be abſolutely falſe ; and again defie him to bring one proof 
of it; having ſhewn, over and over, that the houſebolds, 
where any diſtinct account is given concerning them, are 


mentioned as baptized, only upon their own hearing and > 


believing, and not one mentioned as baptized in virtue of 
the faith of its head. 

Infants, he ſais, had ever been received into the covenant 
with their parents, fince Abraham. It he means, that they 
were received ſo in the goſpel covenant, properly ſpeaking) 
tis only begging the queſtion, And whereas he adds: the 


| goſpel covenant and the Abrahamic are the ſame : I have ſhewn, 
15 g. 30, 31, 32, that they are nat the ſame. And Mr. Fleming 


imſelf, as I have there obſerved, notwithſtanding his quibbles 


in other places, acknowledges, in pag. 28. of this very 


H 2 7 indication, 


— — 
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Vindication, that they are not the ſame. For he ſpeaks of 
the Abrahamic covenant as the old covenant which had had it; 
accompliſhment, and of the goſpel as the new covenant. And 
at the top of pag. 29. he expreſly ſpeaks of the covenant 
of peculiarity and the Goſpel-covenant as two diſtinct cove- 
nants. And indeed well he might: for the goſpel covenant is 
no covenant of peculiarity, as the Abrabamic was; butis offered 
to all in every nation, who will conſent to become members 


of it. 


Infants being concerned in the death of Jeſus, perſonally 
owned and bleſſed by him, and his declaring that of ſuch 
(with reſpect to humility and purity) is the Kingdom of heaven ; 
all theſe, and a thouſand more things of this kind, will never 
prove, that it was his will the Foul have an ordinance 
adminiſtred to them, of which, according to his own and 


his apoſtles deſcription they are uncapable. And ſince theſe 


deſcriptions are plain and clear, the precepts and examples 
relating to baptiſm are concluſive on our fide, for training 
wp children to a fitneſs for the ordinance. 
3. Faith and repentance are {till requiſite qualifications 
for baptiſm : nor can baptiſm be applied to infants on the faith 
of their parents, unleſs Chriſt the lawgiver under the goſpel 
diſpenſation has declared he would have it fo ; which we ve- 
rily believe he has not. | 

4. In Jeſus himſelf faith and repentance were not prerequi- 
Fites. Yet Jeſus did with great propriety ſubmit to be bap- 
tized, in obedience to the divine authority of John's com- 
miſſion, to baptize into the belief hat the kingdom of heaven 
cas at hand. But the baptiſm ordained by Jeſus himſelf 
was quite another thing, though built upon the ſame di- 
vine authority; requiring a profeſſion of the belief, that the 
kingdome of heaven is already come, that Jeſus is the prince of 
that kingdom, and that to him our obedience is therefore due. 
5: However proper and natural parts of all nations chil- 


dien are; yet Chriſt's commiſſion no more directs or au- 


thorizes the baptizing them, than the baptizing any other 
parts of all nations, who arc uncapable of faith, or who wil- 
fully 742 or . it, 


6. We cannot ſee one inference or deduction in favour of 


infant baptiſm, but what to us appears ſtrained and unna- 


tural; the deductions and inferences being in our * 
| | clear 


— . 


* 
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clear on the other ſide. The voice of reaſon and the law of 
nature require us to obey the mind of God, when made 


known to us. | 


7. Baptiſm is no ſeal of the covenant; as I have largely 
ſhewn. Circumciſion it ſelf never was à ſeal; either to in- 


ants, or to their parents, even under the Abrabamic and 


Moſaic diſpenſations; or ever to any other perſon in the 


world, except only Abraham himſelf; to whom it was @ 


ſeal of the righteouſneſs of the faith which be had while he 
was yet uncircumciſed. Rom. Iv. 11. The arguing there- 
fore in this caſe from Gal. III. 17. ſerves no other purpoſe 


than raiſing a duſt, to blind the reader's eyes. 


* 


8. Infants being according to Scripture account uncapa- 
ble of baptiſm, and therefore not required to be baptized; 
there is, from the perfect wiſdom, righteouſneſs and good- 
neſs of the ſupreme governour, as fair a proſpect of a future 
life of happineſs to them without baptiſm, as with it. They 


are ſafe, in the hands of him who cannot err or be injurious 
in judgement: and we ſhould be liable to his juſt diſpleaſure, 


if we ſhould adminiſter the ordinance of baptiſm to them, 
when we believe it is his mind, that they ſhould not be bap- 
tized till they make it their own act. And as to be ſcheme 
of life, and its connexion with baptiſm; we can never believe, 
that God has put it in the power of parents, by their neglect 
of applying an external rite to their children, to expoſe them 
to annibilation; or by the application of it to ſecure life to 
them in a future ſtate. | 
Thus I have followed my author, ſtep by ſtep, in his Argu- 
ment: and cannot find any ſtrength in whatheadvances. Not- 
withſtanding all that he has here or any where elle ſaid ; the 
commiſſion to baptize ſuch as are made diſciples, Mat. xxviil, 
19. Without the leaſt allowance of baptizing any other; the 
2 of ſalvation, Mar. xvi. 16. to ſuch as believe, and are 
aptized, upon having the goſpel preached to them, as mention- 
ed in the preceding verſe; the obligation and encouragement 
to baptiſm, ariſing from a conviction of the divine authori- 
ty of Chriſt's religion, Acts xxii. 16. the conſideration of 
baptiſm as the anſwer of a good conſcience towards God; 1 Pet. 
ili. 2 1. the declaration, Gal. iii. 27. that as many as have been 
baptized into Chriſt have put on Chriſt; and this in purſuance of 
| | bo 0 becaming 
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3 the children of God by faith in Chrift Jeſus, ver. 26. 5 


appeal to the Roman chriſtians, Rom. vi. 3. 4. concerning 


the known end and intention of baptiſm, conſidered as a. burial 
and a reſurrection; and concerning the ſenſe which the bap- 
tized perſon profeſſes to have, of his obligation 0 die unto /in, 
and to walk in newneſ; of life: theſe and the like things, which 
we find in the New Teſtament, are of more force with us, 

to inſiſt upon a believer*s obligation to baptiſm, and to make 
us confine that ordinance to deeper only; than all Mr. Fle- 
ming s arguments are, either to make us think meanly of the 
obligation, or to perſuade us that infants have any thing to 
do with that 9 


What Kues in Mr. Heinz s firſt Section, after his rows 
ment, as he calls it, is in a great meaſure repetition of what 
had been ſaid before, intermixed with perſonal reflexions and 


contentions about words. However ſome particulars ſhall 


be taken notice of. 

Upon my declaring, that © great catholiciſm may be con- 
* ſiſtent with denying'*that any other are viſible members of 
« Chriſt's church, than thoſe who make profeſſion of their 
* own faith, he obſerves, pag. 49. that © this Kind of ca- 
tholiciſm will agree with that of thoſe churches, who de- 
ny any to be chriſtians, or in a ſalvable ſtate, but ſuch as are 


„ . 


© within their own pale.“ In anſwer to which I ſay: There 


are no ſuch churches among us, that I know of: and either 
he is very ill informed, or ele he acts a very unchriſtian part, 
in thus miſrepreſenting and abuſing us. Even the compar- 


ing, at a venture, our churches with the church of Rome, 
in denying any 10 be chriſtians or in a ſalvable ftate, but ſuch as 


are within their own pale, is in my judgment fo very unca- 
zholic and uncharitable ; that I wiſh he may fee and repent 
of the evil of it. 

Concerning pag. 50, 51, 52, I obſerve; that the author 
runs on with aſſertions and harangues of his own, without 
ſo much as pretending to anſwer what I had ſaid on the o- 


ther ſide, which it was his buſineſs to do, ſince he was re- 


ſolved to write againſt me: at which rate there is no proſ- 


863 of ever ſeeing an end of the controverſy. Particularly 
e afſerts, pag. 51. lin. 32, 33. but gives no proof of it, ; 


| Fang e 18 ONLY a rite of ſeparation or diftinftion 
whereas 
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whereas I have all along inſiſted on its being the token of 


& perſonal profeſſion of being Chriſt*s diſciple. This we account 


to be of great importance: and as I had laid great ſtreſs 
upon it, he ought to have diſproved me if he could, 
To the main drift of the argument in theſe pages, the 


inalogy between baptiſm and circumciſion, and the one ſucceeds 


ing the other, my anſwer is : that there 1s no ſuch analogy 
between the two ordinances, as can prove, that Chriſt our 


lawgiver would have the practice of the Jews relating to 
circumciſion, to be a rule to chriſtians relating to baptiſm. 


And yet any analogy ſhort of this will not help the cauſe of 
infant baptiſm : and if you make the analogy full and ex- 


act; even that fulneſs it ſelf will prove too much, and there- 


by ruin the whole cauſe, _ 

If the lawgiver has declared, that baptiſm was deſigned by 
him 10 ſucceed circumciſion, ſo as to anſwer juſt the ſame pur- 
5oſes : then we ought to adminiſter it to the ſame ſubjects, 
to all the ſame ſubjects, and to no other: and ſo far as the 
difference of the ceremony it ſelf will permit, we muſt re- 


- ligiouſly adhere to the manner of adminiſtring the abrogated 
ordinance, not leaving out the. leaſt circumſtance, unleſs 


where the legiſlator has given the particular exceptions. 


If we have not a ſtrict regard to this; with the ſame reaſon 


as we adminiſter bapti/m inſtead of circumciſion, and to the 
ſame ſubjects, we may either introduce the [abrogated] 
Fewiſh purifications, or ſomething elſe, which we, of our 
own heads, think has à decent likeneſs or analogy to them: 
And it will be impoſſible for us to know where to ſtop, it 
we will not be confined to the directions of our lawgiver. 
I am very well ſatisfied it is the want of this, which has in- 
troduced ſo much confuſion into the minds of chriſtians, 
about the conſtitution of a goſpel church, and the regulation 
of its worſhip. 5 

But whatever /ikene/s there may be between baptiſm and 
circumciſion in ſome particulars ; yet there is a very wide 


difference in others. For circumciſion was appointed to be 


the ſign or token of the promiſe to one particular nation, that 
the Meſſiah u come, and ſhould ariſe from among them : 
baptiſm is an acknowledgment that he is come, and a token of 
voluntary ſubjection to bim in all the laws of his fpiritual 
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government, by perſons of any nation in the world. Cir 
cumciſion was, by the command of God, adminiſtred only 
to the males of that one nation, and ſuited only to males: where- 
as we have plain examples in the New Teſtament, of bap- 
tizing both males and females, both among Fews and gentiles ; 
and tbe declared defign of the ordinance is fitted for the one as 
well as the other, both being one in Chriſt. Again, circumci- 
fion was expreſly ordered to be adminiſtred to infants of eight 
days old, who could not underſtand the d:fien of it, nor was 
it neceſſary they ſhould : whereas repentance and faith are 
required of thoſe who would be baptized ; nor without 2he 
profeſſion hereof can they anſwer the declared defign of the 
ordinance, which is, to put them in mind of their obligation 
to die unto fin, and to walk in newneſs of life. Circumciſion 
was upon many accounts better ſuited to the caſe of infants 
than adult perſons, though it was neceſſary that it ſhould 
begin with the adult, and by them, from age to age was 
to be adminiſtred to infants. Baptiſm is fo deſcribed by 
Chrift himſelf, the only laugiver under the goſpel diſpenſa- 
tion, and by his inſpired followers commiſſioned by him, as to 
ſhew that 1t was never his intention it ſhould be adminiſtred 
to infants, or to any other than thoſe who voluntarily pro- 
feſs their faith in him and their reſolution to obey him. Acs 
cordingly there is neither any precept to baptize infants, nor 
one inſtance throughout the whole New Teſtament, of an 
infant baptized. For the commiſſion f bapjize all nations 
extends to no more, in all the nations, than thoſe who by 
teaching are become diſciples + and whereas houſeholds are 
ſaid to have been baptized ; it is ſaid concerning the 
ſame houſeholds, that they believed. Circumciſion was to 
Abraham, to whom the inſtitution was firſt given, and to 
him alone, à /eal of the righteouſneſs of the faith which he bad 
while yet uncircumciſed ; to all others it was only @ 1oken of 
good things promiſed and to come; an outward, viſible 
mark in the fleſh, betokening this promiſe; and this in ſome 
caſes, where the ſubject it ſelf was not capable of making the 
reflexion. Baptiſm, though leaving no mark in the fleſh, 
is to every one who ſubmits to it a ' ſufficient token of his 
own voluntary engagement 1 die unto fin, and live unto 
God. Circumciſion received its force of obligation from the 
e acknowledged 


— 


= 
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os governour, under former diſpenſations which are now 
ſuperſeded. Baptiſm receives its force, not from the abragated 
diſpenſation of Moſes, nor from the original inſtilution 
of circumciſion to Abraham; but from the acknowleged 
authority of the ſame wife and righteous and gracious goyer- 


nour, delegated to his Son, conſtituting him le dan 


of the kingdom of heaven. And accordingly, as circumciſion 
was; under the former diſpenſations, to be adminiſtred q 
ſuch only, as the precept commanded to be circumciſed; 
ſo baptiſm, under the diſpenſation of the goſpel, ought to 
be adminſtred to no other, than the Son of Hod Mrected to 
be baptized. 1 * WE 


« 


It is plain therefore, that beſides other material circumſtan- 


ces whereincircumecifion and baptiſm differ, they were ord@in- 


ed for very different purpoſes. Conſequently there is nothin 
in the argument drawn from the analopy between haviifm ata 
tircumcifion, that can bind our conſciences, or affect our prac- 
tice in the chriſtian ehurch. Reaſonings and inferences of our 
own; from one rite under one diſpenſation to another rite 
under another, can lay no obligation upon us. And yet this: 
is all that can be had, in the popular argument from analog). 
Tis the command of the lawgiver, in every diſpenſation, 
confidering-who that lawgiveris, which muſt direct our con» 

duct with regard to the rites ordained in each diſpenſation 3 
as being ſuited to each by his own ſupreme wiſdom. If we 
pretend to vary from this; inſtead of obeying God's command, 
we make our ſelves the lawgivers, and leave him out of the 
As to the doctrine of impartments made in baptiſm ;, if T 
have miſunderſtood my author, as in pag. 54. of his Yi: 

dication he ſuggeſts I have; his own words, concerning the 

intereſts of children during former diſpenſations, and their 
ancient privileges, led me into the miſtake. Which yet 
will be of no advantage to him, till he difproves what 1 

have advanced, concerning à perſonal profeſſion, required in 

every ſubject of baptiſm. _ „ 


And I deſire to know of him, how the female Jews were 


* aſſured of their being parties in the ſame covenant as the 
nales, if circumciſion was really the ſeal of the covenant z 
bnce-only the males had that = applied to them. If cir- 
F cumciſion 


I. relating is pojurioe Libiuulims. 30 


ckhowleged authority of a wiſe and righteous and graci- 
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cumciſion was the very ſeal of ihe covenant ; whatever that cher 
covenant was, whether the covenant of grace or not; then all ther 
the particulars mentioned by Mr. Fleming in his 3 5th page is tl 
could never afſure the females, that they were parties in it. has 
I conſider proſelytes to the Jewiſh religion upon the ſame dl 
foot as native Jews; and the children of theſe proſelytes beir 
upon the ſame foot as the children of the native Jews. But divi 
that will not help my antagoniſt in this controverſy : be- ent. 
cauſe native Jews and proſelytes together make up only tion 


that one body of people, which were diſtinguiſhed from inſi 
the reſt of the world by the covenant made with Abraham: ed 
which covenant, I have proved, and Mr. Fleming has ac- 
knowledged, is as diſtinct from he goſpel covenant, as old tho! 
is from new. Therefore what he ſais concerning proſelytes, 
in pag. 53, 56. is nothing to the-purpoſe. _ | 
The greateſt part of what is advanced, from pag. 57. to Te 
the end of the firſt Section, is one continued diſtortion of my Goc 
words, interlarded with harangues about baptiſm as the ſeal ed, 
of the covenant and a rite of ſeparation; all Which harangues en 
have anſwered already. To ſet my reader right, as to 7he that 
fulfilling of righteouſneſs, in a voluntary ſubmiſſion to the * 
ordinance of baptiſm; particularly as to what regards our 
Lord's own baptiſm, wherein I oblerve that he fulfilled rigb- Ne\ 


teouſneſs by making the act his own, whereas otherwiſe he part 
himſelf had fulfilled no righteouſneſs at all: I deſire the re- autl 
der to conſult my own words, in the x 3th, 14th, and 19th ings 
pages of my To Diſcourſes, and in pag. 66, 67, of my De- that 
Fence. In which laſt paſſageI openly acknowledge, that righ- C 
teouſneſs was fulfilled in the circumciſion of our Saviour, even the 
the very ſame righteouſne/s, which he himſelf afterwards ful- fillin 
filled, in his voluntary ſubmiſſion to baptiſm. But then I ob- this 
{erve, that in his circumciſion tbe righteouſneſs was not fulfilled teou) 
by himſelf, but by thoſe who took care to have him circumci- teou 
| fed, And the want of attending to this diſtinction, or rather obli 


the paſſing it over as if it had never been mentioned, looks nite] 
like a delign to evade. Mr. T's book is full of things of this who 
nature. Chriſt's conſent to be baptized was the very thing, the ver 
only thing, that made it-righteouſneſs in him : the want of | 
this in infant baptiſm 0 proves, that therein he infant | 
Eimſelf fulfils no righteouſneſs : and yet if they who adminiſter 0, 
the ceremony to infants hada divine warrant for it, /þey would I Die 


whom the command proceeds. 


I. relating lo pofitroe Inſtitutions. #9 
therein fulfil righteouſneſs: but if they have no ſuch warrant; 
then there is no righteouſneſs fulfilled in the whole affair. This 
is the manifeſt train of my reaſoning : which my oppoſer 
has very much miſrepreſented. 

Righteouſneſs cannot in any reſpec̃t be fulfilled by a rite's 
being applied to a meer patient, unleſs the command of the 
divine lawgiver directs the application of it to a meer pati- 
ent. Burt, that this has been done under the goſpel diſpenſa- 
tion with regard to baptiſm, we deny. If therefore I have 
inſiſted ever ſo much upon poſitive inſtitutions being found- 
ed meerly oft the divine command, + conſidering who the 
lawgiver is; (and this Mr. Fleming knows is my limitation, 


though he will not take notice of it) yet ſince I inſiſt at the 
ſame time, that there is no command, no divine authority, 


for adminiſtring baptiſm to ſuch meer patients as infants are; 
Iam thoroughly conſiſtent. We ſay: that the word of 
God does indeed require thoſe to whom the goſpel is preach- 
ed, to believe in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and to be baptized 
on profeſſion of that belief: but we ſay at the ſame time, 
that it gives ſuch an account of baptiſm, as excludes from 
it all who do not voluntarily make this profeſſion. This 
we are ſatisfied is the ſtate of the caſe, as it ſtands in the 
New Teſtament. And till Mr. Fl. can prove the contrary z 
particularly till he can prove, that the word of God does 
authorize the adminiſtring baptiſm to infants ; all his reaſon- 
ings about the poſſibility of fulfilling righteouſneſs by applying 
that rite to them will ſignifie nothing. 

Conſent, J ſay, in the + ſubjet? of baptiſm, is according to 
the Scripture account of this ordinance, eſſential to the ful. 
Billing of righteouſneſs therein. And whatever Mr. Ff. may 
think of it, the righteouſneſs herein fulfilled is [| moral righ+ 
teouſneſs, though in a large ſenſe of the word. The righ-. 
teouſneſs of obeying a divine command is really moral; as the 
obligation to obedience reſults from our relation to that infi- 
nitely wiſe and righteous and 


ver T be yielded without ane conſent. Conſent is the very 


1 2 pigs : 5 n 
0 ins: Flemi 's Vindication, 8. malle. "a See my % . 
Diſcourſes, pag. 282 and the De mn, pg 17. 1 Mr. Foning's. 


Vindic. p. 68. | U 
wiſe pag. 59. at the top, 


racious governour, from : 
ut this obedience can ne- 


ee Vindic. pag, 750. lin 8, 9. and like: | 
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ſpifit of that righteouſneſs which is fulfilled in obedience to || he h. 
Precept; nor indeed can righteouſneſs of any ſort be fulfilled their 


without it. to be 

But Mr. Fl. will have it, that r:ghteouſne/s may be fulfil- if he 
led, where the ſubject of baptiſm is not at the age of conſent : It 
pag. 58. about the middle. Nay he goes ſo far, (in the ſame after 
Page) as to affirm : that we have an inſtance of baptiſm right 
applied, where the grown perſons baptized do ſeem to have 59. 
been meer patients in the application of the rite, Acrs x. their 


© 47. 48. For he adds: Peter does not aſk. them their con- with 
e ſent ; but enquires of his company, whether they had any ders 
ohjection to theſe gentiles being baptized : and then, he done 
* commanded that they ſhould be baptized in the name of the | was! 


# ” . 


But the context plainly ſhews, that theſe perſons were teouſ 
nothing like meer patients in the affair. For it appears, fame 
ver. 33. that they waited for Peter, aſſembling ſolemnly bapt 
before Gad, in the houſe of Cornelius, to bear all things arriv 
that were - commanded him of Ged. And it was upon this their 
hearing, and the conviction which attended it, that they ſub- _ ougt 
mitred to baptiſm : otherwiſe they never would have been thor! 
baptized in the name of the Lord, let Peter have command- the v 
ed ever ſo much. The apoſtle, by a long diſcourſe, the bapt 
heads whereof are mentioned by the hiſtorian, convinced | into 
their judgments, that Jeſus Chriſt, in whoſe name he preach- EXar 
ed the goſpel to them, had a right to be acknowleged and B 
obeyed by them. The heads of the diſcourſe were; the fillin 


miracles wrought by Jeſus ; the teſtimony of all the prophets; have 
His reſurrection; and his being ordained of God the judge of who! 
quick and dead. And the cloſe of it was in theſe remarkable that 


words, ver. 43, that through his name, whoſoever believeth in with 
him ſhall receive remiſhon of fins. That the hearers were real- him 
ly convinced, and induced to believe in Jeſus, appears by uf 


le boh gboft's falling upon all them cob beard the word ver. | K 
© 44- for ho greater teſtimony of Chriſt's own acknowledg- © ty 
ing t cn to be hrs diſciples, can I think be deſired. Thele <« c 
: were the foundations of Peter's a peal, Ver. 47. Can any © fy 
man forbid water, that theſe 9 7 not be baptized ? But it 2 
Was a ſufficient ground of his giving orders for their baptiſm, Vin. 
chat he himſelf ſaw their conſent to obey Chriſt in all things, „ 
and to take don them the profeſſion of being his, by "a 42 
e © = VR PR OL 
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o be heard from their own mouths in magnifying God upon 
4 their converſion, ver. 46. And how thele could even ſeem 

| to be meer patients in baptiſm, let Mr. Fleming make out, 


* It is not very probable that he will attempt this, becauſe 
fo after all he ſeems ſomewhat diffident about the fulfilling of 
N righteouſneſs in a meer patient. For at the bottom of pag. 9 
2 59. he endeavours to help the cauſe of infants baptiſm by 4 
c. their after-approbation of what was by their parents dove |! 
;- | without their conſent or knowledge. But I hope our rea- 1 
y ders will conſider; that the after-approbation of a thing, 1 
2 done without the conſent or knowledge of the ſubject; if it 1 
„% | was likewiſe done without any divine authority, as we inn 

fiſt infants baptiſm is; will never prove any fulfilling of rigb- | 
e teouſneſs at all. And as to what Mr. Fleming adds in the 1 
, fame paragraph, pag. 60: if many children of Antipædo-. 
y baptiſts do to their parents grief die. unbaptized, though 10 
0 arrived at years of diſcretion and made acquainted with || 
18 their duty: yet neither will this prove, that theſe parent 
- ought to have baptized their children without a divine au- 1 
n thority for it: nor do they deſerve to be reproached with | 
2 the wrong conduct of their children, any more than pædo- 


e baptiſt parents do, for any kind of diſobedience againſt God, 
d into which their children fall, after the beſt inſtructions and 
„ examples they have been able to give tg em. 
d But to finiſh my remarks on this Section. As to the ful. 
2 filling of righteouſneſs in obedience to poſitive inſtitutions, I 
'; have all along laid the ftreſs upon conſidering the per ſons by 
f whom it is fulfilled. It was in purſuance-of this thought, 
le that in pag. 67. of my Defence I ſhewed, that the guzbble 
1 with which Mr. Hl. had charged me, did indeed belong to 
|- himſelf; © for putting infant-circumciſion and adult-baptiſm,: 
y © upon the ſame foot of fulfilling righteouſneſs, without ma- 

. © king the neceſſary diſtinction between the ſubjects of the 
1 two ordinances: which diſtinction intirely changes the 
e © caſe with regard to the perſons by avhom the righteouſneſs is 
y cn = | 3 

it He expects to clear himſelf by ſaying, pag. 61. of his 
„ Vindication; that I have owned, that the righteouſneſs 
5 * fulfilled"by baptiſm upon adult perſons is 4 different kind 


bs. 


© of righteouſneſs to that fulfilled by obeying what we uſu. 
© ally call a moral precept.* And to the like purpoſe, ſome: 
thing nearer to my words, he ſpeaks in his 57th page. I 
beg the reader, inſtead of truſting to Mr. Fleming's quota- 
tions, to read the 19th page of my Two Diſcourſes, and the 
67th of my Defence, and compare them with what he ad- 
vances in the 57th and 61ſt pages of his Vindication. I had 
perhaps ſpoken more accurately, if in that 19th page of my 
Dices I had only conſidered the word morality, when 


ſomewhat larger than uſual, and not ſpoken of immoralities 


that diſobedience to a divine command, even of a ritual na- 
ture, is real zmmorality. I am weary of canvaſling theſe 


reader's faithfulneſs, in judging ; firſt whether my oppo- 
-nent has fairly repreſented my words ; and then, whether 


immorality of diſobeying a divine inſtitution, and the immo- 
rality of breaking what we uſually call a moral precept, will 
clear him from the charge brought againſt him, while he 
makes no difference between a perſon's fulfilling righte- 
 ouſneſs by his own voluntary act, and the having a rite 
or ceremony API without the ſubject's conſent or know 
ledge, in a caſe where both knowledge and conſent are re- 
quired. 7 
Anſwer to Section IT. 
AE one queſtion here between us is ; whether of us 
S 


ing unto John, when by the direction of divine providence 
he was at ſo great a diſtance as from Galilee to Jordan? Which 


the evangeliſt, Then cometh Jeſus from Galilee to Fordon un- 
to Fohn, to ve baptized of him: or Mr. Fleming; who in a 


< was more natural and eaſy for our Lord to follow his Har- 
Binger to the place where he had been preparing the ay; 


£ with 
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applied to obedience to a divine command, as taken in a ſenſe | 


of a different kind. However I have there ſufficiently proved; 
things over and over: and therefore ſhall rely upon the 


after all the pains he has taken, the difference between the 


ives the right account of the going of Jeſus's com- 
of us gives the true account? I; who take my words from 
long round- about ſtory affirms the reaſon was, becauſe it 


and becauſe the teſtimony of his being the Maſiab would 


eo 
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* with more propriety be given at the place of public bap- | 


* tiſm, than at Nazareth, where our Lord had only ſuſ- 


< tained a private character, and where the prejudices of 


the people run ſo ſtrong againſt him.“ This is the ſub- 
ſtance of Mr. Fleming's account, which the reader may ſee 
more at large in pag. 63. of his Vindication. My words, in 
pag. 22, of my Defence, which he charges with ſuperſtition 
and myſtery, are as follows: What was the principle, upon 
* which the journey was undertaken ? What was the deſign 
of Chriſt's coming to John, when he was at ſo great a diſ- 
* tance as from Galilee to Jordan? Why did he not itay 
till John came to him? Obſcure as he was at that time, 
and without a public character, had he not intereſt enough 
* with his heavenly Father to have prevailed; that John 


might providentially be directed into thoſe parts where 


© he then was, and ſave him the trouble of the journey? 
© Doubtleſs he had. But it is, I think, very manifeſt that 
« he choſe to do otherwiſe. To me it appears, that the bleſ- 
© ſed Jeſus choſe to travel to the place, where John was 


publicly exerciſing that divine commiſſion which he 


© had received to baptize, with the view of doing honour 
+ to that divine commiſſion,” Let the reader judge between 
us nin ene, 2 


AS + 


I obſerve here: that in our Lords paying this reſpect to 


the divine commiſſion with which John was inveſted, thoſe 
other ends were anſwered, which Mr. Fleming, without any. 
warrant or authority, will needs make the very ends for which 


he undertook the journey: whereas he very end and deſign 
of Jeſus's coming from Galilee to Fordan unto John, if the e- 
vangeliſt is to be credited, was, to be baptized of bim; Mat. 


uw. 13. Let Mr. Fl. charge me if he pleaſes, with giving 


the biſtory a ſuperſtitious turn. I account for this, as well 


as the reſt of our Lord's fatiguing journies, from that one 


declaration of his own, Jon. vi. 38. J came down from 
heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of him that ſent 
me. Nor can I ſee there would have been any ſuperſtition 
in undertaking the journey, even though none of thoſe cir- 


cumſtances had ſubſiſted,. which Mr. #7. would make the 


pery cauſe on occaſion of it. 


\ 


trom 


I ſhall conclude with obſerving; that it does not appear, 


64 A . Dey 
from Mr. Fleming”s courſe of arguing in this Section, that he 
ovyns Jeſus to have ſubmitted to baptiſm out of any reſ pes 
to a divine command; but only from the thought of fol- 
* lowing his harbinger to the anon where he had been pre- 
« paring the way for him in the character of Meſſiah.“ But 
where then is che fulfilling of righteouſneſs, which our Lord 
acknowled ed became him, great and 
and with the mention of which he Glenced John's Fer 
about e e the ordinance to him ? 


 Anſiver to Section m. 


'T; is no o wonder, that Mr. El. has in this Section labour- 
ed the point of Fewifh pro ſelyte er cindy becauſe that 
is one of the chief hinges, upon which he makes infant- 
baptiſm among chriſtians to x. Let us fee how he makes 
it out. Being called upon to prove, that God ever re- 
quired the Jews to baptize their proſelytes: he anſwers, 


to do it, if they had not had any expreſs command for it,” 
from the very nature of the Jewiſh purificatibns: which, 
ha ſais, any man may ſee, who! attends carefully to che 
Jewiſh 2 tutes and injunctions, as they lie in the Mofaic 
code. And then he proceeds to his particular proofs by 
obſerving; that purification by water was to be applied to a 
Jetu, a native Few, when legally deſiled; arguing from thence, 
| that gentle converts, being by their conſtitution eſteemed na- 
ah impure, unboly or defiled, nothing can be a more rati- 
— 4 onal concluſion, 3 that they and their families ſhould be 
admitted into the Jewiſh polity by pap rope or by the wa- 
e /prinkling. Excellent proof! > 
| Flay on the contrary'; that nothing can Fe more ro 
prove a diſputed fact by ſuch 


val, than the pretending to 
| kind of reaſonings. The proof is really on the _— 
bade, if we will have any regard to the many warnings a- 

| gainit adding to or diminiſbing from the divine appointments; 
and to the examples of thoſe; who in Moſes's own time 
ſiuffered ſo ſeverely for doing what they were not authoriz- 
| ed to do. Read over the Jewiſh" ſtututes and injunFions as 


T will 
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glorious as he was; 


pag. 64, 66. that he thinks it very proveable they were 


6 ar they" lie in the Moſaic code: and you 
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will not find one ſtatute for applying this purification by water 


to any other than ſuch as were already in the Jewiſh polity; 


or even to any of them, excepting only iti the caſe of dere- 


monial uncleanneſs, or the preparation of the Levites or 
prieſts for their office v. Mr. F. himſelf does not pfetend to 
find one. There is no PR WET Y or fo much as allowance, 
for applying the water of ſeparation to a gentile; much leſs 

any appointment for receiving him, and giving him the 
privileges of a Jew by ſuch application. That God, who' 
7 the hand of Moſes eſtabliſhed the Jewiſh conſtitution, 

very well knew the #ncleanneſs and unboline(s of the gentiles : 
Vet he required no other rite than circumciſion, for receiv- 
ing them into the body of his people the Iſraelites. If any 
other was required, let the proof be produced. Till then, 
chat ſtatute ſtands in full force againſt all Mr. Fleming rea- 
fonings; which he has quoted as if it favoured them, Num. 
w. 15, 16. One laty and one manner ſhall be for you and for 
the ſtranger that ſojourneth with you. We have therefore 
all the reaſon in the world to conclude; that upon a pro- 
ſelyte's declared reſolution to obey the Moſaic law, ah his 
deſire to be admitted into the Jewiſh polity; he was circums 
ciſed and then admitted: nor is there one inſtance in the 
whole Old Teſtament of a perſon waſhed in water of ſprink- 
led with it, as a token of his proſelytiſm. 

But even in caſe it had been ſo; in caſe tiert had been 4 
command to the Jews, to feteive Proſelytes and their chil- 
dren into their community by baptiſm; and in caſe the 


thing had been practiſed, in 8bedience th ſuch eemmand © 


yet that could be no rule of cahnduct to the chriſtian 


church, unleſs Chriſt had declared he would have it 16: 


Chritt's inſtitution of the baptiſm to be uſed in his chureli 
was intirely bis own; and delivered as his 6wn; by immedi- 
ate authority from God: to Which atithority he AP PEReg 
in the commiſſion itſelf; Mr. XXVIII. 183 19! _ 

But T-obſerve further, that Mr. F. ſets out quite wrong 
in his attempt to prove the divine original df proſelyte· bap- 
tiſm, while he e it was done by Hprinkling on the 


proſelyte the water of /eparativn! Fot herein his beloved 
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| RT 1 
ae + bee Nam. vil md ada. 


— * 

—„— — — — 

—U ñ — — — 
ary . TT 


66.4 farther Defence of te Diſcourſes, III. 


ly againſt him; in declaring, that iheir proſelyte-baptiſm 
Was immenſion in water. | „„ 
My proots from the Talmud ſhall be in the words of Dr. 
Wall: who has tranſlated them for the uſe of Engliſh rea- 
ders. In the introduction to his Hiſtory of infant-baptiſn, 
vol. 1. octavo, pag. 6. he quotes the Talmud, Tract. Repu- 
ai, ſpeaking of Jethro, Moſes's father in law, and ſaying : 
He was <8. a proſelyte by circumciſion and immerſion in wa- 
ters. And in pag. 5. he obſerves from the Babylonic Tal- 
mug, Maſs. Jevamoth, fol. 47. that if it be a woman who is 
to be received a proſelyte, be women lead her to the waters, 
&c. In the ſame page he quotes, Gemara Babylon. ad tit. 
Cberitboth, c. 2. as laying : that the proſelytes entred not into 
Covenant, but by circumciſion, baptiſm, and ſprinkling of blood. 
In which words, I obſerve, there is an expreſs diſtinction 


made between the baptiſm and the ſprixkling. And no won- 


der: becauſe tbe ſprinkling here ſpoken of was a. ſprinkling 
of blood, that is to fay, the blood of the. ſacrifice offered on 
that occaſion. So, that tbe ſprinkling means no other; than 
What the Rabbies often; expreſs by the more general name 
of ſacriſce, in the deſcription of their proſelyte-baptiſm. 
And even from the Talmud itſelf an inſtance hereof is pro- 
duced by Dr. Wall, in pag. 8. of the hiſtory juſt now re- 
fered to. It is in Tra&. Repudii, in the following words. 
, does not enten into covenant but by theſe three: things : 
circumciſion, baptiſm, and peace aſfering: and the praſelytes 
in lite manner. Where, by peace-offering is evidently meant 
the ſame thing, as by the. ſprinkling of blocd in the other 
place: nor is any other ſprintling ſo much as intimated, 
or indeed any room left for it, he three things ſpecified be- 
| ng all ſo clear and plain. If Mr. Fleming. has any proof 
of /prinkling i be water of ſeparation, as one of the three things 
uſed on theſe. occaſions, or can make à fourth of it, in op- 
Poſition to his admired Talmud; let him produce it. 
As for Maimonides, whom Dr. Wall quotes likewiſe on 
_ this occaſion, I, chooſe to cite my proofs from him direct- 
Ip out of a tract of his, publiſhed: by Mr. Prideaux, under 
the title de jure peregrini : the ſame Prideaux, as I take it, 
who after wards when Dean of Norwich, wrote the: connexi- 


18 


on , the bift. of the Old and N. 7 eftament. In this tract, which 


is the 13th chapter of ure Biab, Maimonides, ſpeaking of 
proſelyte ſervants, ſais, & 11. that F a ſervant is baptized in 

ſence of his maſter, he becomes free as ſoon as he is baptiz- 
ed: and that therefore if the maſter would not have him ma- 
mumitted,” he muſt keep him under the waters before he riſes 
>. And more extenſively and expreſly, F 13. ſpeaking 


of his brethren, he ſais : that hey baptize proſelytes, ſlaves, 


and per ſons manumitted, in ſuch a receptacle of waters, as is 
lawful for the waſhing of a menſtruous woman : and that what- 
ever cans ®* beteveen the water and the ſkin is an impediment 
in the ablution of the menſtruous woman, is an tmpediment 
likewiſe in the baptiſm of proſelytes, ſlaves, and perſons ma- 


miitted. Upon which words Prideaux makes ſome re- 


marks of his own: and then quotes Maimonides himſelf, 
in Mikvaoth, cap. 4. ſet. 1. concerning the water which 
is lawful for waſhing. The words of Maimonides are as 


follows. According to the law, every conflux of waters is 


fit for their waſhing, (as it is ſaid, Lev. xi. 36. The col- 
lection of waters ſhall be clean) 2) what means foever it is 
made, provided it holds ſo much water, as. 7s 72 for 
waſhing the whole body of a man with one immerſion. The wiſe 
men bade determined the quantity: that is to ſay, that it be 
every way of. the breadth of a cubit, and the depth of three 


cubits, which meaſure would hold 40 ſeabs of water, either 


drawn of never failing. But according to the maxims of the 
ſeribes, drawn waters are unlawful fer waſhing. Neither do 
they ſay this only: but alſo that if there be a conflux of never. 


failing waters, and into it there fall 3 logs of drawn wa- 


ter; that would make the whole conflux of waters unlawful. 


As a farther proof, that the proſelyte-baptiſm was per- 
formed by immer/on, and not by ſprinkling; Maimonides, 


in the 14th chapter of ure Biab, & 5 and 6, ſpeaks con- 
cerning the perſon perſuaded to. be a proſelyte, as follows, 
Wen they ſhall baptize him. 122 the three men ball fland as 


bove, 


To ſhew the ſcrupulous nicety of the Jews in their waſhings, Prideaux. 
quotes here the following No of Maimonides, in Mitwvaoth, cap. i. ſect. 
12. Whether a man or weſſel is waſotd ; there all not be any thing ſeparatitig' 
beteween the bady to be wwaſord aud the water: and if amy thing dees ſeparate 
between the body to be waſhed and the water ; for example, if there be any 
Hd of excrement, or any dirt flicking, either to the Min of the man, or ta 
the body of the weſſel ; behold, that which is waſhed remains unclean, as it 


Was before, ver is the waſhing any way profitable to it, 
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bove, near to him, and ſhall make known to him ſome of the ſmal. 


ler precepts, and ſome of the more weighty, a ſecond time, while 
he yet ſtands in the water. But if it be a woman; the wo- 
men fall place her in the water, up to the neck; and the judges 
Ball land without, and ſhall make known to ber ſame precepts 


of leſſer moment, ard ſume of the more weighty, while ſhe is yer 
in the waters: but after ſbe is baptized befare them, they ſhall 


turn away Der hats and go out, that they may not ſee her, 
while ſhe is aſcending out of the waters. The like things are 
ſaid concerning a ſervant or ſlave, & 9. They ſhall make known 
to him ibe foundations of religion, and ſome precepts, and their 
puniſhments and rewards ; and then ſhall baptize bim, as they 
baptize the proſelyte: and they ſhall make theſe things known 10 
him, while be is in the waters. ee af 

I ſhall conclude my quotations relating ta this affair with 


one which Dr. Wall makes from a modern Jew, to ſhew, 


from the practice of the preſent Jews, what is their notion 
of proſelyte baptiſm. It is in theſe words. Le Madena, 
© in his hiſtory of them; part 5. ch. 2, ſpeaking of a proſe- 
© lyte*s admiſſion : They take ard circumciſe bim: and as ſoon 
© as be is well of his ſore, he is to waſb 2 8 all over in wa- 


ter, and this is to be done in the preſence of three Rabbins, Ec. 
And fo from thenceforth be becomes as a natural Few.“ 


I cannot tell whether all this will convince Mr. Fleming, 


that he has proceeded upon a grand miſtake, in imagining 


that proſelyte baptiſm was performed by ſprinkling on the 


profelyte the - water of ſeparation. But whatever ye may 


think of it, from thefe paſſages it appears: that ſo long as 
proſelyte baptiſm has been in uſe, (which ſtill T believe took 
its riſe fince our Saviour's time and not before) it has been 


1 by immerſion of the whole body in water, and not f 
y 


y ſprinkling of the water of ſeparation. And thus a great part 
of Mr. Fleming*s ſcheme of baptiſm, conſidered as only a rite 
of ſeparation, derived from the uſe of the water of ſeparation, 
fairly falls to the ground]; as it is certain, that he water of ſe- 
paration was applied only by ſprinkling. And together with 
it falls one of the beſt pretences he had to make chriſtians 
believe that ſprinkling is baptiſm z, whereas, according to the 


notion of the Jews themſelves, both ancient and modern, it 
[5 quite a diſtinct thing. I would therefore adyiſe him, not 


os 
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bs to abound ſo much as he has done, in challenges-againſt us 

le as innovators in what he calls the mode of baptiſm. For beſides 

0. that the New Teſtament knows no other baptiſm than im- 

2 merſion; his own authors are againſt him, in that ſppaſed 

ts practice of the Jews, from which he vainly attempts to de- 

et rive the baptiſm of Jobn, and that of our bleſſed Lord, 

all But with regard to he origine of proſelyte · baptiſm: Mr. ; 

Tr, Fleming had need be cautious, and not pretend to aſcribe it 1 

re to an expreſs divine command; fince Maimonides himſelt 1 

on has ſo greatly fallen ſhort in his attempts to derive it, i 

ir upon the ſame foot as circumciſion itſelf, from Scripture, | | 

Ly In the tract of Iſure Biab, juſt now quoted, cap. 13. id 

ta $ 1. he tells us: that the Iſraelites enired inis covenant 1 
three Ways : by circumciſion, by . baptiſm, and by ſacrifice * | 

th and in § 2. that the rite of pub - ion was in Egypt. For | 

8. proof of this he quotes thoſe words, Exop. xit. 48. No un- | 


on circumciſed perſon ſball eat thereof, that is, of the paſſover. 
a, He adds : Therefore Moſes our maſter circumciſed them, Be- 


e- cauſe all that were in Egypt had violated the covenant of cir- i 
on cumciſ gn, excepting only the tribe of Levi. For proofof which ö 
2 exception he quotes the words of e Drur. XXX111, 9. | 


c. And they kept thy covenant. it 

z In the next place he tells us, $ 3. that the rite of bapli »m i 
2 was in-thg wilderneſs, a little before the giving of the Law. 
8 For which his only proof is that text, Exop. xix. 10. Thou 
ie Halt ſanctiſie them to day and io morrow ; and let them waſh 
J's their clothes. Upon which, paſſing over in few words the 


as account of ſacrifice, which he had made the third way of the 
& Iſraelites entring into covenant ; he goes on, F 4. to tell us: 
n | that % in all ages, as often as any geniile would enter into co- 
dt venant, and have a ſtation under the wings of the divine Ma- 
rt hefty, and take upon bim the yoke of ib law, he has need of 
te circumciſion, baptiſm, and the conciliation of ſacrifice. But he 
n, is ſo cautious as to add; that if it be a woman, fhe has need 
2 only of baptiſm and ſacrifice. Then he proceeds to his grand 
h proof, in the following words. According 10 what was ſaid, 
1$ (referring to Nu. xv. 15.) 4s ye are, fo ſhall jhe firanger 
* be : that is to ſay: As ye entred into covenant by circumciſion, 


it taptiſm, and the conciliation of ſacrifice ; ſo alſo ſhall the pro- 
t Kt in al ages, by circumciſi on, baptiſm, and the canciliation 
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of ſacrifice, Then after obſerving, $ 5. that upon the 75 
ecrifice there was need of nothing more than circumcifion and 


7 
baptiſm, but that when. the - temple ſhould be rebuilt, ſacrifice 
wa ys offered; he comes to this bold affirmation, $ 6. that 


the proſelyte who is circumtiſed but not baptized, or who is bay. 


tized hut not circumciſed, is by no means a groſeigee, till he is 
both baptized and circumciſed. 

This is Maimonides's: way of a proſelyte-baptiſmn 
from, Scripture. But What ſemblance of a proof is there in 
his whole. train of arguing De rite of baptiſm, Maimoni- 
des tells you, was in the wilderneſs, a Hille before the giving 
of the lax. But the only proof he brings; that the Iſraelites 
did there uſe baptiſm, and did thereby enter into covenant 
with God, is this one text, Exop. x1x. ro. Thou alt ſanc- 
tiſie i hem ic day and to morroce, and let them waſh their clothes, 
And the only argument upon which he builds his affirma. 
tion, chat /o in all apes, as often as any — would enter in- 
7s covenant, and bade a ftation under the wings of the divine 
Majeſty. and take on him the yoke of the lazy, a; Hg be bap- 
tized as wall as circumtiſed; is this ſame text, in conjunction 
with that other, Num, xv. 15. which is Gay againſt him; ; 
A+ ye are, ſo ſhall the ſtranger be. 

As to the text in Exodus: that neither ſais nor intitmates 
any thing about baptizing te perſans of the 2 dut only 
wing their clothes. And the comman "their 
clothes, relates only to the extraordinary occaſion of e ſo- 
lemn delivery of the law, which they were expecting. It 
was no other than 4 per/orial command, to the perſons then 
preſent, en that one occaſion: and did not include an ob- 
ligation, either to themſelves or their poſterity, fo much 
as to waſh their clothes afterwards, however they might be 


bound in this reſpect by ſucceeding laws, as we find they 


afterwards were, when they had contraſted a defilement. 
To pretend therefore to baild, upon 
mand to the perſons then preſent, to waſh their clothes, an 
obligation upon all perſons in ſucceeding ages, 10 have their 
Zodtes cgaſhed, in order to their becomitg profelytes , and to lay. 
on it ſuch a ſtreſs, as to affirm: that without this no perſon 
could be acknowledged a proſelyte to the law of Moſes; is ſo 


e raſh, chat weakneſs is much too good a name for i it. 


Dr. 


this occaſional com- 
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Dr. Wall indeed, Hiſt. of infant boptiſm, vol. . 7¹ 
2 great you to ſhew, that by waſhing of the ei the 
waſhing of their bodies. To this purpoſe 

he quotes Maimonides, and the Babylonian Gemara, and A. 
ten Ezra ; and refers to Mr. Selden for many more proofs. 
But if he had produced them all himſelf, and a thouſand 
more; they would never convince me, that whereſoever int 
the law the waſhing of garments is mentioned, it means waſh- 
ing of the body: becauſe ſome times in the law the waſhing 
of: the body is expreſiy mentioned, which ſhews that this was 
the lawgiver's mind; and conſequently when the ſame 
lawgiver ſpeaks in other places only of waſhing the gar- 
ments, we are to conclude, that in this alſo, his meaning is 
according to his words. There are in the Moſaic law ma- 
ny. inſtances of a command to the Iſraelites, t ab theme 
. in water, to bathe in water, to waſh their fleſh in wa- 
ter particularly in LEVIT. xiv. 8, 9. xv. 16, 21. xvi. 
4 24. XXII. 26. But more expreſly to our purpoſe, there 
are inſtgnces of commands, to c ͤ both their garments and 
their bodies. Which are clear proofs, that the lawgiver 
would: be underſtood to mean two diſtinct things by the 
one and the other: and can by no means conſiſſ with the 
raſh affirmation: of the Rabbies, unleſs in thoſe inſtances! 
they will make a direct tautology; and ſay, that when the 
lawgiver commanded any man to waſn his garments and 
bis body, he commanded him to waſh his Body, and his body. 
The inſtances to which I now refer are theſe which follow. 
Lev. xiv. 8, g. He that is to be cleanſed ſhall waſh his clothes, 
and ſhave of all his hair, and æuaſb himſelf in cuater: ——- 
he ſbail waſh his clothes; alſo be ſhall. waſh his fleſb in water. 
chap. xv. 21. be ſhall waſh his clothes, and bathe himſelf in 
water. Theſe texts, without. going any further, are ſuffi- 
cient to ſhew the raſhneſs and the falſehood of that affirm- 
ation of the Rabbies, and of Maimonides in particular, quoted 

by Dr. Wall in his Hiſtory, vol. 1. pag. 7. that Thie is à rule: 
that whereſoever in the Law the waſhing of the body or gar- 


Loch. 
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a cuſtom; upon which, without any authority, they lay ſuch 
a ſtreſs, as to reſolve, even in oppoſition to the authority of 


God, that though a man, at his own deſire of ſubmitting 


to the law of Mofes, were circumciſed, yet if he was not 
likewiſe baprized, he ſhould not be received as a proſelyte. 
| The text in Numbers; As ye are, ſo ſhall the ſtranger be; 

is, as I juſt now obſerved, directly againſt the purpoſe for 
which Maimonides quotes it. For according to all the di- 
rections of the Mofaic laws; circumciſion, without baptiſm, 
intitled a proſelyte to the 8 of an Iſraelite. If Mai- 
monides could have brought a better text to prove, that the 
Hraelites and proſelytes were in all following ages 10 have 
their bodies waſhed, in order to the entering into covenant 
with God, than that text which only commanded thoſe 
Iſraelites to waſh their clothes, who were expecting the de- 


| livery of the Law; I make no doubt he would have pro- 


duced it. But it is plain he had none. And by the addi- 
tion of the text in Numbers, As ye are, ſo ſhall the ſtranger 
be; he has deſtroyed even that feeble proof itſelf 5 and 


ſhewn, that the whole practice of proſelyte baptiſm is with- 


out Scripture-foundation. Nor can I fee any other way to 
account for it, than as the figment of the brains of the Rab- 
bies: At what time it begun, there is no certainty. But there 
was time enough, between our Saviour's time and that of 
Maimonides, (who wrote about the end of the twelfth cen- 
| tury) to have the thing begun, and carried on; and great 
numbers of decrees and rules made by theſe fanciful men 


relating to it; many of which are ſet down in this treatiſe 
of Tſſure-Biah. No higher original or better authority than 


this, can I find for the whole practice: and ſome probabi- 
lity that it might begin not long after our Saviour's reſur- 
rection, I have ſhewn in my Defence, pag. 37, 38. to which 
J refer the reader. ET Bok | 

I hope Mr. Fleming will excuſe my digreſſing a while, 
from him to Maimonides. I now return, and obſerve : that 
it is very weak; at the beſt, for him to argue, Vindic. pag. 
65, 66. from rhe meer ſuppoſition of proſelyte baptiſm, into a 
proof that this was the foundation of John's baptiſm, and 
the occaſion of our Lords ſaying, This it becometh us 10 
fulfil all righteouſneſs ; eſpecially when John himſelf aſſures 
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us he had his ſpecial commiſſion from heaven, that God ſent 
him to baptize with water; (Joh. 1. 33.) and when our Sa- 
viour brought the bigoted prieſts and elders ſilently to 
acknowledge the fame thing; that is to ſay, that che bap- 
tiſm of Jobn was from beaven and not of men; Mat. xxi. 25. 
Mr. Fleming*s conduct here therefore is not one jot better 
than begging the queſtion; and can have no place in an ar- 
gument. | 69 i= ; 

For the ſame reaſon I reje& the references to Rabbinical 
and Talmudical writings, notwithſtanding that there is ſome 
_ uſefulneſs in thoſe writings in other reſpects. To argue 
from them to the baptiſm inſtituted by our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt; from their accounts unſupported by Scripture to 
argue, that Chriſt's ordinance muſt be miniſtred to infants, 
when according to the accounts given by Chriſt himſelf and 
his apoſtles it appears infants are uncapable ſubjects; is no 
better than begging the queſtion, And therefore I muſt 


o 


be very weak indeed, if I could be * pleaſed with ſuch pro- 


ceeding. | <1 
And as wear to the full I muſt be, if I do not take no- 
tice of my opponent's + paſſing over in filence what I had 


declared to be of the greateſt importance in the controverſy ro- 


lating to our prafice as chriſtians: and this after he had de- 
fired bis reader to obſerve; that I had reſted the weight of the 
argument there. He tells his reader, Vindic. p. 66. that I 
cite a large paſſage out of my Two Diſcourſes, as of the 
greateſt importance in the controverſy : and then, pretending 
to cite it in order to its refutation, he leaves out all that 
part wherein the argument is drawn up, and a very great 


part of the reaſons produced to ſupport it. f Proceed- 


ing upon the ſuppoſition that there was ſuch an uſage as 


he contends for but does not prove; I ſhew, that accord- 
ing as Chriſt has left things in the New Teſtament it can 
* be no rule to us, any more than if there had been no ſuch 
 * uſage. My words are as follows; Diſcourſe, pag. 48, 49. 

If there was in our Saviour's time any fuch practice a- 
* mong the Jews, as baptizing proſelytes, and thoſe chil- 
* dren which they had at the time of their proſelytiſm ; and 
bit they did withhold baptiſm from thoſe children of the 


e Pinde, p. 66. + Fag. 66, 67. t Defence, pag: 43. 


— — . QA ̃—— 7³— ůͥun! 7½ö“«%ꝙ—?ß ̃ —..'.«cß.. .. 
— — — . — 


Pro- 


—_ 


—| , 2 1 YO 2 — — 
N — n OY Ih Os ure nr er e : 2 2 
E ——————— — 
« 


P . — 
> 


Gr. — — 
— hay — N 


— 1 
—— 


„ 


—— 


—— 2 1 — "FR 
— — =. —— 
— 2 „— 


* - — - 
ey Wms * e 
* 


e 
—— 
— 3 


— — — _—_ PER * - r _ — —— 9 : 
2 — —p— ere — — — * * L * N _— — LEEESEIer — — a = - = — — — a a 
5 e © x 2 — 5 2 2 * 3 _— = Q — 22 : N 2 Q — „ — = 
WES * . o * 62 - — . - te. » Sa * , 2 P n a 52 n * ” — — i. ap l 
* = m_ 4 | 7 a; 8 — # 11 _—— — — wo - * 4 1 2 K * * e . Ls wa 4 < * * hu, * = 3 y — - V 
5 — ̃ ro. "0 = r 72 2 . ? 3 ee 4 I , 1 5 * I * 4 5 ob ET d * 5 b _ N 
7 : - . q 2 . , ö 2 8 I TI OS oo $4 — — 2 1 2 ; n & 5 ed 0g . r 2 = er Po 2 ME RR. Fe. wil 2 25 ne 
N . , * . E a * Ka — 7 y whom ans . irn 2 * m_—_ * . - v n * Lf © Lal.” 
4 w We xn aki 4; K ** eee eee 2 1 — W b — 2 F ' — yer” pare e N 
— _ # ny NERD Tx a SI — . oe — I PB — eo pe : - : 
v * * 8 . 
* = —— W ＋ 
20 — — 9 4 
\ 


F practiſed their baptiſm.* _ 
All this, which is the principal part of the large paſſage 
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$ proſelytes, which were born after the parents became pro- 


* ſelytes : yet no argument can be drawn from thence, that 
can affect baptiſm in the chriſtian church. For as there 
+ is no pretence of an obligation upon us, to do as they 
* did, to adminiſter baptiſm to the ſame ſubjects, to whom 
they are ſuppoſed to have miniſtred it: ſo neither does 
$ the ſuppoſing that they had the practice among them, 
* give us any allowance to ceaſe or to omit the practice of 


_ '$ chriſtian baptiſm, in any caſe where they would not have 


Mr. Fl. refers to, he has left out in his quatation. I do 


not think fit to leave it out: but hereupon aſk him: whe- 


ther he can pretend to any thing like a proof, that proſe- 


lyte- baptiſm among the Jews, even in caſe there had been 

ſuch a practice in our Sayiour's time, ſhould be à rule 10 
us in the chriſtian church, Is there any pretence of an ob- 
ligation upon us, to do as it is ſuppoſes 


(but not proved) 
that the Jews did? Are we obliged to adminiſter. baptiſm 


to the fame ſubjects to whom they are ſuppoſed to have mi- 
niſtred it? Or does tbe ſuppoſing that they had the prac- 
tice among them, give us any allowance to ceaſe or to o- 
mit the practice of chriſtian baptiſm, in any caſe where they 
would not have practiſed their baptiſm ? © - 


I deny that there is any obligation upon us as chriſtians, 


to practice in reſpect of baptiſm as the Jews are ſuppoſed to 
have practiſed : and Mr. Fleming has offered nothing like 
a proof. Conſidering the ſtreſs that is laid upon the /up- 
. poſed practiſe of proſelyte-baptiſm among the ancient Jews, 
I enquire, (and it is an enquiry of the greateſt importance 
relating to this ſappoſed practice) whether it can be any - 
 ligatory rule for us as ghriſtians. Cana Jewiſb practice, found- 
ed upon no better authority than the tradition of their elders, 
be a rule, an obligatory rule, to the ſubjefts of Chriſts king- 
dome, far the adminiſtration of one of his own ordinances? 
Mr. Fleming indeed, pag. 67. towards the bottom, pre- 
: tends he has ſhewn, from the very nature of the Moſaic 
ordinances, that the heathen convert muſt undergo à puri- 
- fication by water. But in anſwer hereto, in pag. 64, 65. of 
this treatiſe, I have, from the plain Scripture account of 7h; 
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Moſaic ordinances, proved the contrary. I have proved 3 


that as the Moſaic ordinances ſtand in the bible; a heathen 
convert was under no obligation to undergo à purification by 
water : and that upon ſubmitting to circumciſion; the Jews 
were * obliged; according to the expreſs command of their 
law neceſſarily obliged, to receive him to equal privileges 
with themſelves, whether he was waſhed with water or not: 
But I go further ſtill : and affirm : that if there had been 
in the Old Teſtament as expreſs a command for baptizing 
proſelytes and their children, as for circumciſing them; yet 
even that would not have affected baptiſm in the chriſtian 
church, as baptiſm now ſtands deſcribed in the New Teſta: 
ment: becauſe ſuch are the accounts of baptiſm in the New 
Teſtament, as ſhew it to be the mind of Chriſt; thatnone but 
ſuch as make perſonal profeſſion of their own faith ſhould 
have that ordinance miniſtred to them 1 
In that part of my large paſſage which Mr: Fl. has 
vouchſafed to quote, I affirm: that * if there had been a+ 
© ny ſuch practice among the Jews [as baptizing of proſes 
* lytes] and our Lord had deſigned an analogy between 
© their baptiſm and that which he himſelf ordained : we can 
far the analogy ſhould reach. This is what I {till inſiſt 
upon. Mr. Fleming, inſtead of attempting to ſhew how far 
Chriſt would have this analogy reach, refers only to zbe 
Moſaic ordinances, and the Rabbinical and Talmudical ac- 
counts of them; to ſhew that @ heathen convert muſt under. 
go a purification by water ; pag. 67. And all that he adds 


in pag. 68. excepting ſuppoſed reaſons for the ſilence of 70. 


Jephus and Philo about proſelyte-baptiſm; (which reaſons 


will never account for their total ſilence) amounts to no 


more than this: that the uſe of bapiiſmal water [I beg the 
reader here to obſerve, that he ſpeaks only in an indefi- 


nite manner, of the uſe of baptiſmal water] was of divine 
appointment among the Jews. And hence he forms this mon- 


ſtrous concluſion : Therefore our Lord did not leave an or- 
dinance of his own; to be explained and applied by a practici 
of men, that had no divine command to ſupport it. ve 
Now here I muſt aſk again. Does Mr. Fleming really be- 

| 3 lievez 


. > I defire the unprejudiced reader to take ſpecial notice of this. 


© by no means believe; but that he would have told us how 
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76 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, III. 
heve, or does he mean to affirm, that the practice of proſe- 
lyte-baptiſm among the Jews was performed ia obedience to a 
divine command? Does he really believe, that God command- 
ed them to baptize their proſelytes? If this is not his mean- 
ing; the affirming that the w/e of baptiſmal water was of di. 
vine appointment among the Fetus, is a ſhameful deception 
of his reader. If he does believe and affirm that God com- 
mended this practice; he ought to bring ſome expreſs proof 
of it, whereas he has hitherto brought none; though loud- 
ly called upon for it. | 
We do not deny, that Laptiſmal water Was of An ap- 
point ment among the Fews. Nay we affirm, that it was of 
divine appointment. And we refer, for proof, to the laver, 
Wherein the prieſts were commanded to waſh, and to the 
＋ waſhings, appointed in certain cafes to the people. As 
0 the water of ſprinkling ;,, we acknowledge that likewiſe to 
be f divine appointment, though we cannot with Mr. Flen- 
ing call it baptiſmal water, becauſe it was only ſprink- 
led. But what is all this to baptiſm in the c 1 church ? 
What if God did command the prieſts to waſh themſelves 
upon certain occalions, and the people to waſh themſelves 
upon other occaſions? And what if he did command, that 
when a legal impurity, of an external Kind, was contract- 
ed, the water of ſprintling ſhould be applied, before the de- 
fited perſon ſhould be reſtored to the privileges of a Jew ? 
„Will theſe things prove, that the eee ſup- 
"poſed to have been in uſe among the Jews, had a divine 
command to ſupport it? Or will this afford a ſatisfacto- 
ry rule, how the baptiſm which was inftivured by Chriſt 
ſhould be applied, and to what ſubjets he would have it 
applied? 
Strange way of reaſoning ! and what in any other man 
would be called eguivocation. To ſay, that the uſe of bap- 
#1/mal water was of divine appointment among the Fews ; and 
thence, without once obſerying what perſons or purpoſes 
it was appointed for, to argue that therefore Chrift did not 
leave an ordinance of bis own, to be explained and applied by 
a practice of men, that had no divine command to ſupport it 
What was then this 5 of Nene * which _ of 
vine 


* See Brod.” a. 4: xxX, 18, 19, 20. " 12. Levit, xvi. 4 24. 
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divine appointment among the Jews ? Has Mr. Fl. the face 
to affirm that God Ta the Fetus to baptize proſelytes 1 
and their children ? If there was @ command for this purpoſe/, 
I fay again, why does he not bring it out at once, and ſhew Wig 
x us? Why has he hitherto deduced the practice only by 14 
inferences from the uſe of the water of ſeparation: ? which All 
the Jews were not authorized ro apply to any other, than 9 
ſuch as were already members of their polity. God did 
command, that when they had contracted an external un- i} 
cleanneſs, be water of ſeparation ſhould be applied to theſe Wk 
perſons. But is this commanding, that gentile proſelytes, 
and their children, ſhall be baptized with this water of ſepa- 
ration, in order to their enjoying the privileges of native 

Jews? He commanded likewiſe, that the priefts ſhould waſh 

| themfelves : and confequently this uſe of baptiſmal water. 

| was of divine appointment. But is this commanding or ap- 

pointing, that baptifmal water ſhall be applied to profelytes 

| and their children? Or where is tbe command ; where the 

| divine appoinment ? Methinks it had been fafer to ſtick to 

inferences, weak as they were, and to make as muchof them 

as he could, than to pretend, as Mr. Fleming does, to 4 di- 

i vine appointment, and not be able to produce it. 

Taferences were all that he pretended to in his Appen- 

| 4 Nor has he produced any other kind of proof in this 

| Vindication, though he has ſhewn a great deſire to do it if 

- he could, being expreſſy by me called upon for that pur- 

; poſe. In pag. 64, he thinks it very proveable, that the 

. Jews were to baptize their pꝓroſelytes, from the very na- 
ture of the Jewiſh purifications, if they had not had any 


* expreſs command for it.. From which laſt words one would | 
| indeed 1 imagine, that he had be : expreſs command ready to 
produce; and that the arguing from the nature of the Jew- | 


i/b purifications was fomething thrown in, over and above 
what was needful m the caſe. Any one however would ex- 
pect he ſhould proceed upon the expreſs command. And 10 
he would, if he had it to proceed upon. But ſo it is; that 

without offering to produce any expreſs command, he ar- 
gues only by inference from the Jew ceremonially unclean, to 
the gentile proſelyte, who had contratted no ſuch defile- We 
ment. Vet in a few pages after, that is in pag. 68, as if he |} 

- had d produced _ Plain expreſs e for of 
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water <vas of divine appointment among the Fews: and thence 
concludes; that the practice in queſtion had @ divine com- 
mand to ſupport it! There is no extravagancy of which a 
man may not be guilty; who allows himſelf to argue after 
this manner. 

He goes on in the ſame ſtrain, pag. 68: towards the 
bottom; and ſais: Farther it does not appear, that 
« water-baptifm had its origine in the inſtitution of Je- 
fuse and again, a few lines after; It does not appear that 
5 water-baptiſm owed its riſe to an inſtitution of Jeſus. 
This I call equivocation, ſhameful equivocation : becauſe in 
the place to which my opponent here refers,” which is in 
my Defence, pag. 43. I do not fpeak of water-baptiſm in 
general, but expreſly of he baptiſm which Chriſt inſtituted, 
bi that baptiſm which is his own ordinance; in contradiſtincti- 
1 on from the ſuppoſed proſelyte-baptiſm among the Jews. 
1 Now ſutely the baptiſm which Jeſus himſelf ordained had 
is origine in the inſtitution of Jeſus: and therefore © muſt 
AY © receive its full force from him; and muſt be underſtood, 
© as to its ſubject and manner of adminiſtration, accord- 

< ing to thoſe accounts and thoſe only; which himſelf and 

© his immediate followers,” commiſſioned by him, do give 
© of it.“ By leaving out the very point, on which in the 
Place referred to I had laid the weight of the argument, 
which point was the want of analogy between the ſuppoſed 
practice of proſelyte baptiſm and that baptiſm which it is 
certain Chriſt did i Mr. Fl. ſhews his great unfair- 
neſs. And in #»fair ſhifts and turns, ſome in one way and 
ſome in another; I muſt needs ſay, this book of his abounds, 


ber ever to have ſeen. 

He may play with words as much as he pleats, a 
may talk of a lat or cuſtom that was of divine inſtitution ; 
and apply this to the baptiſm of Jeſus, as he does; pag. 
69. But the baptiſm of Jeſus is no other way to be ac- 
counted for, than as his ſubmiſſion to the ſpecial command 
of God, given to John, 1 baptize with water. This ſub- 
miſſion to God's authority was very properly fulfilling of 
righteouſneſs : and though it went before his taking on him 
a public character, yet it was in a private character that he 
ſabmitted . SS Mr. Hl, 
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proſelytes, he ſtarts up and affirms, that the uſe of baptiſma! 


more than any book of the ſame compaſs that I remem- 
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Mr. H. is ſo good as to allow, in this 69th page; that 


our Lord did, after his reſurrection, command his diſci- 
ples to baptize into a more enlarged view of the divine 
© manifeſtations ; to wit, into the name of the Father, of the 


« Son, and of the holy ghoſt.” But in what follows, he pro- 
ceeds upon the foot of taking for granted, that baptiſm was 


in uſe before our Saviour's time, as a ceremony founded on 
divine authority; which is begging the very thing in queſ- 
tion. And hereupon he confidently affirms : © that Chriſt 


did manifeſtly adopt an ordinance, that was not of his own 


* inſtituting, which was to be uſed by his own diſciples, and 
$ with no other explication of the modus of it, than the 


$ practice of John, and the ancient uſage of it among the 


2 


Jews.“ All this I abſolutely deny: and wonder at his aſ- 
ſurance in affirming that this was manifeſtly the caſe; when 
his readers muſt ſee, that though called upon to do it, he 
has not been able to produce one text of Scripture to prove, 
that proſelyte-baptiſm had any divine command to ſupport itz 


nay when he has not been able ſo much as to prove, that 
it was an ancient uſage among the eus; or that John knew 


any thing of it, though he did, by immediate commiſ- 
ſion from God, baptize witb water, All the ſemblance of 
a proof that Mr. Fleming has given, of a divine authority for 


the practice of proſelyte baptiſm among the Jews, is only - 


an inference, from the command of applying the water of 


ſeparation to a Jew legally unclean, that therefore the gen- 


tile convert who had contracted no ſuch kind of unclean- 


neſs] muſt be purified with water, before he could be admit» 


ted to the privileges of a Jew. Now upon this miſerable 
foundation for him to affirm, that Chriſt did maniteſtly adapt 
an ordinance that was not of bis own inſtituting, to be uſed by 


his own diſciples, and with no other explication of the modus of 


it than the practice of Jobn and the ancient uſage of the Fews, is 
a confidence almoſt without example. I 
As to the baptiſm of John: ?tis plain that it owed its 


original to an immediate commiſſion from God, who ſent 


bim to baptize with water. Joh. i. 33. And if Chriſt did adopt 


an ordinance, which his heavenly Father had, but a little 


before, inſtituted to be practiſed by John as his forerunnen, 


to be ſubmitted to by the people in token of their W 
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the approach of that kingdome which he was to ſet up: 


yet Chnlts inſtituting the ſame ordinance, by immediate 


authority from his heavenly Father, to be ſubmitted to by 
his diſciples, in token of their believing in him, as the Meſ- 
ſiah already come, made that ordinance intireiy his own : 
and therefore it muſt be adminiſtred to no other ſubjects, 
nor in any other way, than he himſelf appointed. If we 
deviate from his appointment, we make an ordinance of our 
own, and do not obey the ordinance of Chriſt. 

In the delivery of the commiſſion itſelf, as I have often 
already obſerved, Chrift mentions the authority and power 
which he had received from the Father, (and not the prace 
zice of John, or the ſuppoſed ancient uſage of the Jews) as the 
foundation of the ordinance which he himſelf then inſtituted, 


and thereby made it his own. All power [Taos £280, all | 
authority] is given unto me in beaven and in earth © go ye there- 


fore, and teach all nations, baptizing them, &c. Upon the 
joining of which twd things in the ſame commiſſion, teache 
ing and baptizing, and aſcribing the foundation of both to 
the very ſame divine authority, | aſk Mr. Fleming ;- whether 
Chriſt commiſſioned his apoſtles zo preach the goſpel by vir- 
tue of any ancient uſage of the Jews, or the practice of John 
the baptiſt; or whether it was by virtue of a power, which 
he himſelf had, and which was given to bim of God? If we 
will believe Chriſt's own words, he did it in exertion of 4 
power, which be himſelf really bad, and which God gave to 
bim. Why now the very ſame authority, which Chriſt had 


for commiſſioning his apoſtles to preach, if we can believe 


him, be had for commiſſioning them 20 baptize. | Baptiſm 
thert ſote, in the chriſtian church, is wholly and intirely 
Chriſt's ordinance. * It receives its full force from him, 
(as I obſerve in my. Diſcour/e, pag. 49.) and muſt be 
underſtood, as to its ſubject, as to its manner of admi- 
niſtration, and as to its continuance, according to thoſe 
accounts, and thoſe only, which himſelf, and his im- 
mediate faliowers commiſſioned by him, do give of 
ie. 1 34 A | e ; 
But whereas Mr. H. affirms, bat our Lord neither gave 
any new direction about the ſubjects of baptiſm, nor about the 
Panner of naminfration 3 but adopted an ordinance that was 
LY 4 | e i 2 C44 nok 
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III. relating to poſitive Inſtitutions. 8 
not of bis own inſtituting, which was to be uſed by his own diſ- 
ciples, with no other explication of the modus of it, than the 
practice of Fobn, and the ancient uſage of it among the Jews ; 
I obſerve : that if we are to take our explication from the 


practice of John, infants are of courſe excluded, For John's 


baptiſm was he baptiſm of repentance ; of which infants are 
incapable. And John baptized no infants : the multitudes 


were baptized by him, confeffing their ſins, Mat. iii. 6, 
which confe//ron infants neither could make, nor had need 


of, If Chriſt's baptiſm 1s to be explained by the ſuppoſed 
ancient uſage of it among the Fetos, and be himſelf gave no new 
direction, either about the ſubjects or about the manner of ad- 
miniſtration : it mult then relate only to the ſame ſubjects 
to which this v/age is ſuppoſed to have been applied; which 
according to Mr. Fleming*s own account were, not the na- 
tive Jews or their children, but only the proſelytes from a- 
nother religion and their children. Of courſe therefore, 
u. a chriſtian country there is no pr-tence for baptizing the 
children of ſuch as are chriſtians already; or indeed any o- 
ther perſons whatever, excepting only thoſe few, who are 
proſelyted to chriſtianity from ſome other religion, and their 
children along with them. This is the natural conſequence 
of Mr. Fleming's argument: and according to theſe princt; 
ples he has no foundation for his practice; whereas the 
3 laid down in my T*vo Diſcourſes abundantly juſti- 

e ours; as they lay a firm obligation upon all who believe 
the divine authority of Chriſt's doctrine, to take upon them 
by baptiſm. the profeſſion of it, and the reſolution to be 


guided by it; and diſcourage the baptizing of any other 


than ſuch as make this profeſſion. | 

The remainder of the third Section Mr. H. takes up in 
reconſidering the queſtion put to John the baptiſt, Jon, 1. 
25. Why baplixeſt thou, if thou be not the Chriſt, nor Elias, 
neither that prophet : the purport of which to me ſeems to 


be, what authority haſt thou to bring up 6 new religious cere- 
mony? On the contrary Mr. F. affirms, Vindic. pag. 70. 


that it ſeems plain, from the * goſpel hiſtory of John's 


* baptiſm, and the manner in which the people treated it, 
* that it was no new thing, and that they only enquire a- 


* bout his authority.“ 
| M - do 
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I do not think it worth the while, to examine his con- 
jectural applications of texts in the Old Teſtament to the 
characters of h Chriſt, Elias, and that prophet. Tis ſufficient 
to obſerve : that when the queſtion was put to John, re- 
lating to thoſe characters; the Jews, who ſaw him come 


Baptiging with water, upon the proclaimed approach of the 


kingdom of heaven, might eaſily fee he was introducing a 
new conſtitution, whether proſelyte-baptiſm had been in uſe 
before or not ; but that the thought would ſtrike them 
more ſtrongly, if his proclaiming the approach of à nero 


- conſtitution was attended, as it might be expected it would 


be, with the adminiſtration of a new rite. They had reaſon 
enough to aſk in this caſe, why he pretended to exerciſe 
this authority in the uſe of this new rite, till he aſſured them, 


that God ſent him o baptize, and that he was the voice of 


one crying in the wilderneſs, make ſtrait the way of the Lord, 
as ſaid the prophet Eſaias. Let Mr. F. therefore be ever ſo 
certain, hat proſelyte-bapiiſm muſt have been in uſe among 
the Jews, when God ſent 25 to baptize with water; yet 
he muſt uſe much berter arguments than he has hitherto, 
before he will make it ſo much as probable to others. 

Tis pity, that with all this certainiy he pretends to, he 
cannot bring one probable hiſtorical inſtance in its favour. 1 
have a very probable one againſt it; the ſtory of Acbior, 
the Ammonite commander, in the book of Juditb. Which 
book, tis plain, was written by a Jew : and treats of a war 
carried on againſt the Jews, at the time when they were new- 
ly returned from the captivity, when all the people of Fudea 
were lately gathered together, and when the veſſels, and the 


altar, and the houſe, (that is, the temple) were ſan#ified 


after the profanation : chap. iv. 3. This account will very 
well fall in with the time of Ezra: in whoſe day proſelyte- 
baptiſm is pretended to have been an eſtabliſhed cuſtom. 

Now in chap. xiv. 10. we are aſſured, that Achior be- 
came a proſelyte by circumciſion and not the leaſt account 
or intimation is given of any baptiſm going along with it. 
When Achior had ſeen all that the God of Iſrael bad done, he 
believed in God greatly, and circumciſed the fleſh of his fore. 


ſein, and was joined unto the houſe of Iſrael unto this day. In 


the old Latine verſion the. expreſſion is fomewhar more 
LE particular. 
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III. relating to paſicive Inſtitutions, 83 
particular: Then Achior, ſeeing the power which the God of 
lfrael ſhezved, left off the rite of heatheniſm, believed in God, 
and circumciſed the fleſh of his foreſein, and was added to the 
people of Iſrael ; and all the ſucceſſion of his family unto this 
day. Hence it appears : that a profeſſion of faith in Godz 


and ſubmitting to the rite of circumciſion, were all that was 


required for the reception of a proſelyte, at the time when 
this book was written. 7 „ 
If it was written long after Ezr2's time; particularly, 
if it was in the begining of the reign of Antiochus Epi- 
phanes; as Grotius, from chap. iv. 2. and ix. II, 18. (an- 
ſwering to ver. 8, and 13. in our tranſlation) probably con- 
jectures; adding, that it ſeems to have been written in an 
ænigmatical way; to comfort the Jews, when this wicked 
king was preparing to profane their temple: then it was 
but about 175 years before our Saviour's time. Which 
makes yet worſe for the cauſe of proſelyte-baptiſm : as the 
adyocates for that practice pretend to a much greater cer- 
tainty of its being in uſe near our Saviour's time; than 4 
great while before. % To on.” 
That it could not be written later than the Jewiſh captivis 
ty, has already been ſhewn, from the book itſelf, ch. iv. 3. 
which expreſly affirms that it was after therr return : as does 
likewiſe chap. v. 23, anſwering to ver. 19. in our Engliſn 
tranſlation. Other paſſages ſpeak of the captivity itſelf z of 
the enemies caſting down their temple to the ground, and tał- 
ing their cities: particularly, chap. v. 22; anſwering to our 
Engliſh, ver. 18.. | 5 
But whether it was written in the days of Ezrd or of 
Antiochus ; the agument againſt proſelyte-baptiſi: is ſtrong. 
Though there are many things in the book of Judith which 
ſufficiently juſtifie proteſtants in rejecting it from the Ca- 
non: tis ſufficiently plain from the whole tenor of it; that 
it was, after the captivity, written by a Jew, for the tags 
nifying of his own nation; and that this Jew, relating the 
ſtory of an extraordinary perſon's becoming a proſelyte, 
gives this account of it; that he believed in God, and cirs 
tumriſed the fleſh of his foreſkin; and was thereupon; with hif 


family, joined to the houſe of Iſrael. Here is a full account 
of the means, through which Achior was acknowledged a 


= pro- 


this muſt be credulous indeed, to a high degree. 


84 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, III. 
proſelyte, without the leaſt mention or intimation of bap- 
tiſm : whereas if it were true, that a man was not acknow- 
ledged a proſelyte without baptiſm as well as circumciſion, 
it is not to be believed, but that he baptiſm of this emi- 
nent proſelyte would have been mentioned as well as his 
eircumcifien. | e 

But beſides that no example is produced, of the prac- 
tice of proſelyte- baptiſm among the ancient Jews; the ſi- 
lence of the primitive chriſtian writers concerning it is at 


leaſt a ſtrong probability, that the practice was quite un- 


known in our Saviour's time. And as for the loſing of the 
memory of Fewiſh traditions, while the chriſtians made no en- 
quiry after the Fetus or their amuſements; which ſome aſſign 


as the reaſon of the ſilence fo diſcernible in the writings of 


the Greek and Latine fathers concerning Jewiſh traditions 
in general: that will by no means account for their ſilence 
about proſelyte-baptiſm in particular, and the derival of 
chriſtian baptiſm from it. It is altogether unaccountable ; 
that the want of intimate acquaintance with the Jews and 
their Code of traditions, which Code was not collected 
together till about 200 years after Chriſt, ſhould make 
all the chriſtian writers, from Chriſt's time to that period, 
fo unacquainted with the practice of proſelyte-baptiſm, as 
their writings ſhew them to have been, if the thing itſelf 


was in conſtant uſe in Chriſt's own time. Nor is it 


any way credible ; that thoſe chriſtians, who lived neareſt 
to our Saviour's time, and who beſt knew what had been 
the ſtate of affairs at the begining and in the progreſs of 
his miniſtry, ſhould ſay nothing of his deriving his own 
intiatory inſtitution from à proſelyte-baptiſm among the 
Jews, if the thing had really been true, and known to be /0. 
Could the practice of baptizing proſelytes and their chil- 


dren be in conſtant uſe in the days of Chriſt and his a- 


poſtles, when numbers of proſelytes were added to that 
people: and could Chriſt's inſtitution of his own | baptiſm 
be then known to be derived from it; and yet the chriſtian 
fathers, for the firſt 200 years after Chriſt, that is, till the 
Jewiſh Code of traditions was publiſhed, be ſo filent about 


theſe things, that it cannot be proved from their writings 


that they had any notion of them ? He who, will believe 
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Upon the whole: the buſineſs of pro/elyte-baptiſm ſtands 


: upon the molt precarious foundation: being never once fo 


; mentioned or even refer'd to by the ancient writers of chriſ- 
; tianity, as to give a ſatisfactory proof that they had any 
J notion of it; never once referred to by Joſephus or Philo, 


learned Jews, both of whom, in the firſt century, wrote 
. largely of the antiquities and cuſtoms of their own nation; 


; receiving its whole hiſtorical evidence from Jewiſh Rabbies, 
ſome ages after our Saviour's time; and all their accounts 
fy put together being nothing like a proof that the thing was 
practiſed in ancient times; beſides that if it was practiſed 


m ancient times, it could be done from no other authority 
than the tradition of the elders, whereby they made void the 
commands of God. The reaſonings upon this argument are 
vain and of no force ; becauſe. unſupported by any thing 
elſe than meer ſuppoſition ; and becauſe there 1s m the 
whole affair no pretence of a rule, or obligation, to us un- 
der the goſpel. And finally, the reference to ſuch paſſages, 
as that of ſprinkling many nations, cited by Mr. Fleming in 

| the end of his 2d Section, 1s alrogether wide from the pur- 
| poſe; as is eaſily feen, by comparing the text itſelf with 

the context 2. 3 + 505 7 

I ſhall cloſe my Anſwer to the IIId Section with the 
following Dilemma. Was baptiſm adminiſtred to proſe- 
lytes' before their circumciſion, or after? If upon the pre- 
tence of cleanſing from the impurities contracted in their 
former heathen tate, it was adminiſtred before circumciſion: 

then it was made zhe very initiatory ordinance itſelf, to the 
manifeſt contempt of that rite of circumciſion, which God 

had expreſly ordained to be the token of intitling them to 
Jewiſh privileges. If it was after circumciſion : then it was 
needleſs and ineffectual to the purpoſe for which it is pre- 
tended to have been uſed ; the proſelyte being by circum- 
ciſion itſelf, according to the direction of God, already in- 
titled to all the privileges of a Jew, and having never, 

ſince that circumciſion, forfeited his title to thoſe privi- 
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Anſwer to Section IV. 


. 


from my ſecond Diſcourſe, containing my concluſion 

rom the principles on which it is built. I argue: that © if thoſe 
principles are true; then it will follow, that it was not the 
< mind of Chriſt that any others ſhould be baptized, than 
© thoſe who make a perſonal profeſſion of faith in him; ſuch 
© a faith as includes repentance for fin, and hope in the 
© mercy of God through him.“ The principles upon which 
this concluſion is built are ſummarily recited in my next 
words, quoted by Mr: Fl. in his 752d page. But in his 
remarks, in the ſame page; he evades the force of the ar- 
gument contained in the very paſſage he quotes from me, 
and turns to quite another point. The reader ſees; that in 
that place I am not arguing from any one text in particu- 
lar. _ I am not there arguing in particular from the com- 
miſſion to teach and baptize all nations; but from that view 
to repentance and turning from fin, which Chriſt's inſtitution 
of baptiſm has throughout the whole New Teſtament. And 
whereas he pretends : * that we are eternally begging the 
© queſtion, while we lay down this as a principle, that be- 
< cauſe all nations were to be taught before they were bap- 
© tized, therefore the children of the converts of all nations 
* muſt fr be educated in the chriſtian doctrine, before 


© they have the initiating rite applied ;* and denies that we 


bave any authority for this: I anſwer, that our authority is 
firm and evident; and that indeed the proceding upon 
any other principle, and particularly the deriving chriſtian 
baptiſm from a ſuppoſed uſage of the Jews, is begging the 
queſtion. Our authority, I ſay, is firm and evident : for no 
other among the nations are commanded to be baprized, 
but ſuch as are faugbt; and conſequently not till they are 
taught. See pag. 48. of this treatiſe ; where this point is 
particulariy conſidered. bs Lon Ia 

It is in vain to ſay, as Mr. F. does in the ſame page, 
that © the deſcription I give of baptiſm would much better 
* ſuit the memorial rite,” till he ſhews by ſome good proof, 


that my deſcription of baptiſm itſelf is wrong. I ſtill af- 
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M R. Fleming's fourth Section begins with a quotation 


— 


firm, that from the principles laid down in my ſecond Difſ- 
courſe it follows; that © it was not the mind of Chriſt that 
any others ſhould be baptized than thoſe who make a 
_ + perſonal profeſſion of faith in him! All that Mr. E. 
ſais for anſwer amounts to no more than a denial of what 
I affirm, without doing any thing towards proving, that 
my premiſſes are uncapable of ſupporting the concluſion. 
[ conſider the view of baptiſm throughout the whole New 
Teſtament : and affirm, among other things, that bap- 
« tiſm has, throughout the New Teſtament, excepting only 
« the ſingle caſe of our Lord himſelf, a view to repentance 
* and turning from fin, and was deſigned to exhibite the 
* hope of pardon.* Mr. H. does not offer to diſprove this, 
any otherwiſe than by catching hold of the ſingle exception; 
which he will have to be * of great “ weight in the argu- 
F ment 3? not ſeeing, that whatever weight it has is intire- 
ly againſt him. He does not conſider where the exception 
really lies. It is only an exception in the caſe of John's 
baptiſm ; not in the baptiſm inſtituted by Jeſus himſelf. 
In that baptiſm there is 10 exception at all; nor, according 
to the account given of it in the New Teſtament, any room 
for an exception. Repentance is required from all who par- 
take of it; as that very faith in Chrift, the profeſſion where- 
of gives a right to baptiſm, includes repentance, Bur in the 
caſe of John's baptiſm there was room for an exception. 
For though it is certain, that 7obn baptized with water un- 
to repentance : yet there was that, in the large extent of his 
commiſſion, which reached the caſe of our bleſſed Lord, 
notwithſtanding his perfect purity and innocency ; as Jeſus 
himſelf believed and acknowledged the approach of the king- 
dom of heaven, and John's buſineſs was to baptize into the 
acknowledged belief of that approach. This was the moſt 
extenſive part of John's commiſſion for baptizing : and as 
this reached our Lord's caſe, he accounted it 4 fulfiling of 
righteouſneſs to ſubmit to it. To all others whom John 
baptized it was the baptiſm of repentance, for the remiſſion of 
fins, And for this very reaſon it was not applicable to in- 
fants: nor can I find in John's hiſtory one intimation of 
his ever baptizing an infant. To Jeſus himſelf it could = 


e Findic.p 73. + See my Tao Diſcourſes, pag. 11, 12. 
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68 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, IV. 


de the baptiſm of repentance, becauſe he had no ſins to repent 
of. But this does not at all affect the caſe of the baptiſm 
inſtituted by Jeſus ; which in every ſubject requires a per- 
ſonal profeſſion of belief in him as Saviour, and that very be- 
hef includes repemance. = TIES 

This I think Thad proved in my Diſcour/es : and Mr. H. 
ſhould have diſproved it if he could. Inſtead of which he 
argues from an exception, which has not the leaſt relation 
to the baptiſm which Chriſt inſtituted to the ſubjects of his 
kingdome, that baptiſm may beappliea to ſubjects who have 19 
fins to repent of, even io infants, to whoſe purity and innocency 


Chriſt has lizened his own kingdom. Now this purity and in- 


wocency I have ſhewn to be reaſons why the baptiſm inſti- 
tuted by Chriſt cannot belong to them. The baptiſm 
therefore of our bleſſed Lord, inſtead of favouring in the 
leaſt degree the baptiſm of infants, makes directly againſt 


It. i 


In pag. 74. the Vindicator addreſſes the paſſions of his 


readers, in behalf of infants: and miſapplies the hiſtorical 
fact, of bringing ceriain infants unto Jeſus, to the bringing 


infants indefinitely, into the chriſtian church. Not one of 
the texts which mention this bringing F infants unto Jeſus, 
gives the leaſt intimation that they were baptized, or brought 
to him with any ſuch view: but only that he might ouch 
them, put his bands on them,. and pray, and bleſs them : that 
on this occaſion our Lord encouraged the bringing of children 
te him, and recommended to his diſciples their humble do- 
cility ; affuring them, that of ſuch, that is to ſay, perſons 
of ſuch a diſpoſition, is ibe kingdom of heaven; and that 
eeboſoever ſhall not receive the kingdom of heaven as a little 
child, that is, with that humble and teachable diſpoſition 
which is viſible in children, hall in no wiſe enter therein. 
This is all the account the evangeliſts give of the matter. 
See MAT. x1x. 13. MAk. x. 13. Luk. xviII. 15. anſwer- 


ing to expreſſions of like kind, Mar. xviII. 1-4. If Mr. 


Fleming had on this occaſion proved, that the infants of 
chriſtian parents, trained up by them in the nurture and admo- 
witton of the Lord, did really loſe any thing, by not having 


an ordinance miniſtred to them, of which the New Teſta- 
ment declares them incapable; or if he had proved, that 
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him with any ſuch deſign; he had ſaid ſomething: but ſo 
it happens, that he has ſaid nothing. The advantages which 
the children of chriſtian parents enjoy before they are 


taken into the church, merely by being educated in the 
knowledge of the chriſtian religion, are unſpeakably greater, 
than what the Jewiſh children could enjoy by their circum- 
ciſion: ſo that children are no loſers by the goſpel diſpenſation, 


though there be no precept for taking them into the church, 
till they themſelves come to defire it, ERS 

That Chriſt “ did not think infants fit ſubjefts for baptiſmy 
appears from both the accounts of his commiſſion to bap- 
tize, MAT. xxv1. and MAR. xv1. and from the accounts 
given by his apoſtles, who had their inſtructions from him; 
ſufficient inſtances whereof I have produced in pag. 53, 54. 
of this treatiſe. That John did not baptize infants along 
with their parents, appears in that the perſons baptized by 
John confeſſed their fins, Mat. iii. As to the origine of water 


baptiſm, the perſonal conduct of Chriſt towards infants, and 


the doftrine of the houſeholds : they have been ſufficiently 
conſidered: already; and therefore there is no need of gi- 
ving a freſh anſwer to what 1s here repeated concerning 
them. b 8 55 
For what is ſaid in pag. 75, 76, concerning Dr. Gale: I 
only defire, that the reader would be ſo good as to conſult 
the Dr. in pag. 256, 257, of his Reflextons on Walls biftory, 


and ſuffer him to ſpeak for himſelf. What Mr. Fl. here 


brings, is only a repetition of what I have anſwered already, 
relating to the Abrabamic covenant, and the baptiſm in the 


cloud and in the ſea, The words of his anonymous judicious 


friend, relating to infants as the natural, proper parts of na- 


tions, whereas unbelievers and idiots are only excreſcences, 


will yield him no help, in oppoſition to Dr. Gale's argu- 
ment in the pages cited from him: ſince, as the Dr. juſt- 


ly obſerves, our Lord, who does not ſay, every perſon of 
every nation, or all of all nations, could mean only ſuch of 


them, as were capable of baptiſm, and would receive il. | 
The reflexion in pag. 77. concerning the houſeholds, I have 


largely conſidered in pag. 34, 33, 36, 37. of this trea- 
tiſe, And for anſwer to the remainder of that 77th. Pac 
r | an 
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the infants brought to Jeſus were baptized, or brought to 


_— = — — — 
, 
— — _ 
——— ——— —— — — —E-üʒf1 — 
L F 
- - — wt 29 — — — — 


7 * 
＋ 


go A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, IV. 


and part of the next, I muſt intreat the reader to conſult 
from pag. 23 to pag. 33 of this treatiſe, where the miſap- 
plication of the word Seal is largely ſnewn: but more ef. 
pecially pag. 35, 36, which refer to theſe two pages of Mr. 
Fleming's in particular. 

Great pains are taken, pag. 78, 79. to ſhew; that he fe- 
males of old were included in the covenant as well as the 


males, notwithſtanding that circumciſion, which Mr. EI. 


{till calls {be ſeal of the covenant, was applicable only to the 
males, I am glad he will allow, that what he calls the ſcal 
was applicable to the males only, while he himſelf inſiſts, that 
to the females it was a toten. For this may do ſomething 
towards ſhewing him, that it was, both zo male and female, 
no other than @ toten of good things promiſed, and no /eal 
at all, which is the thing I inſiſt upon: for if circumciſion 
was the very ſeal of the covenant ; then the females, by not 
being circumciſed, were left out of the covenant. But cir- 
c umciſion's being to the females even à loten of a former co- 
Venant, will not help Mr. F. one jot, with relation to bap- 
ſm in the chriſtian church, and particularly its application 
to infants. 1207 5 

Let it be allowed; that the applying of circumciſion 10 
the males only did make, both with regard to males and fe- 
nales, a ſufficient diſtinction between the Iſraelites and all 
other nations. Let it be allowed; that circumciſion was 
a viſible token of the covenant made with Abraham; point- 
ing out his poſterity as a people under God's ſpecial care; 


and (I may ſafely add) directing them to expect that the 


promiſed Mefſiah ſhould ariſe from among them. It was 
fir that there ſhould be @ vi/ible token, for anſwering theſe 
purpoſes : and it was ſufficient if this was imprinted upon 
abe males only. But when the fulneſs of lime was come; when 
it would anſwer no good end to have this people any longer 
diſtinguiſhed from others; when the expected Meſſiah had 
made his appearance; there was no need, in ſettling the 
conſtitution of his kingdome, to have any ſuch vifble toten 
to diſtinguiſh the ſubjects of it. A rite which left no mark 
behind ir was ſufficient to put people in mind of the vo- 
Juntary engagements, which he would have them take upon 
themſelves to be his faithful ſervants ; and this was ſo ore 
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IV. relating to poſitive Inſtitutions. 9 
dered, as to make no difference between male and female. 
Theſe thoughts anſwer the deſign of the apoſtle, in thoſe 
two texts quoted by Mr. Fleming, Gal. iii. 28. Col. iii. 17. 
But thoſe texts are far from ſhewing, that baptiſm ſucreded 
in the place of circumciſion, ſo as to be applied to all the ſame 
ſubjects, and particularly to infants. The words immedi- 
ately preceding both of them, eſpecially thoſe in the epiſtle 
to the Galatians, give ſuch an account of baptiſm as ſhews ; 
that though both male and female have a right to it, on pro- 
feſſion of faith in Chriſt, yet infants are incapable of it: Gal. 


Hi. 26, 27, Ze are all the children of God, by faith in Chriſt 


Feſus : for as many of you as have been baptized into Chriſt. 
have put on Chriſt. Col. iii. 9, 10. E have put off the old 
man with his deeds : and bave put on the new man, which is 
renewed in knowledge, after the image of him that created him. 

As to the obſervation, pag. 80, 81, that the apoſties:in 
their epiſtles ſpeak of baptiſm as an ordinance to be obſerved; 
and not laid afide * if Mr. Hl. can ſhew, that they ſpeak. of 


it as applicable to or deſigned for infants 3 he will ſay ſomes, 


thing to the purpoſe. But to infer, from former ozconomres 
in the application of circumciſion, that this was the mind 
of God under the goſpel diſpenſation with regard to bap- 
tiſm; and 10 affirm confidently, that if baptiſm is not to be 
applied to the infants of profeſſing chriſtians, we have not the 
leaſt authority from Scripture to apply it in the manner for 


_ whichT contend; is only the ſame thing over again with which 


his book ſo much abounds z that is, begging the queſtion. 
I have abundantly proved the contrary to his aſſertion, in 


pag. 48, 49, of this treatiſe, 


And now, for the cloſing ſtroke of the fourth Section, 


d ſome pages are taken up with the deſign of ſhewing, that 


I have miſrepreſented the words of the evangeliſt Philip. 


Acrs vin. 37. when he told the eunuch, that if be belie- 
ved with all his heart, be might be baptized, From which I 


inferred z that according to Philip's judgment, if he did not 
believe, he might not be baptized. See my Two Diſcour ſes, pag. 


43. In my Defence, pag. 47, 48, 49. I plainly ſhew, that 
it muſt be the profeſſion of believing, that ſhould give the eunuech 
. the right to be baptized ; and that without this Philip would not 


N 2 bapiixe 
* yog =etye OY 


92 A farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, IV. 


baptize him. Let Mr. Fl. go on, and ſtrain the evangeliſt's 


— RA Et noir IIA nn —— —— ns 


words (or mine) as much as he will, beyond their viſible 


intention: yet to an impartial reader of the context it will 


plainly appear; that Philip would not have baptized the 
eunuch, if the eunuch had not made ſome ſuch profeſſion 


of faith in Chriſt, as that upon which he actually was bap- 


tized; and that Philip made this declaration of faith in 
Chriſt the very condition upon which depended the eunuch's 
being baptized or not. We find, that in the converſation 
between them, Philip had preached to him Feſus 5 Acts viii. 
35. and particularly had explained and applied ſome an- 
cient Scripture-prophecies,* which proved that Jeſus was 
the promiſed Meſſiah, - From the ſame converſation it is 


eaſily ſeen ; that Philip had informed the eunuch it was the 


mind-of Jeſus that his diſciples ſhould be baptized. From 
ſuch premiſſes as theſe naturally followed what we are told 


in ver. 36. that an opportunity for baptiſm preſenting it- 


ſelf, as they were on tbeir way, by their coming to à certain 
water, "the eunuch ſaid, See here is water, what doth hinder 
me to be baptized He inwardly knew, that he believed in 
Jeſus ; and had been informed by Philip, that Jeſus re- 
quired his diſciples to be baptized : he would not therefore 
delay what he accounted his duty, and what he ſeems like- 
wiſe to claim as his privilege. But obſerve in what man- 
ner he expreſſes himſelf; for Philip's words are, and ought 
to be looked upon as a proper anſwer to the eunuch's queſ- 
tion. Sais the one, What doth hinder me to be baptized, 
when ſo fair an opportunity preſents ? Sais the other, in 
anſwer to him, If thou believeſt with all thine heart, thou 
mayeſt : plainly intimating, that if he did not believe with 
all his heart, that want of believing with all his heart ought 
to binder him, ought to prevent his being baptized : that 


is to ſay, he ought not to dare to be baptized as a diſciple of 
Chriſt, if he did not beartily believe in him. Now though 
the eunuch himſelf could not fail of knowing that he did 
thus believe; yet it muſt be his declaring and profeſſing this 
belief, that muſt fatisfie Philip of his right to baptiſm, and 
' ſhew that no hindrance remained in the way. And by Phi- 
lip's anſwer to the queſtion it plainly appears; that if the 
eunuch had not made ſome ſuch declaration as he did, ſome 


profeſſion, ſignifying that he did believe with all bis _ 3 
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IV. relating to poſitive Inſtitutions. gg 
Philip would not have baptized him, but would have ac- 
counted the want of ſuch profeſſion a ſufficient hindrance or 


impediment. As to the /incerity or inſincerity of the profeſ- | 


ſion; Philip left that, and ſo do we alſo in our practice leave 
it, to the judgment of God. I 
This procedure of Philip I do, in my Diſc. pag. 43. bring 
in, as one of the reaſonings upon baptiſm, mentioned in the 
New Teſtament. And when it is compared with the other 
reaſonings of hke kind, many of which are quoted in thar 
and the next page, and compared with the plaineſt ſenſe of 


the words of the commiſſion, and with the examples of baptiſm 


upon record; all which are refered to, and drawn into the 


argument, in the ſame 43d page: it amounts to all that I 


pretend to prove from it. | 
lt is Mr. Fleming's inference, not mine, that if Philip's 


anſwer be made a rule of baptiſm, then none muſt be baptized 
but what believe with all their beart. But though I did not 


make the inference, yet I thus far agree to it; that with 
regard to the baptized it is univerſally a rule, that none 
ought to dare to be baptized as diſciples of Chriſt, but ſuch 
as are conſcious that they do heartily believe in him. But 
it is about the profeſſion of this hearty belief, that Mr. Fl. 
and I differ. What I have affirmed and do ſtill affirm is: 


that according to Philip's reaſoning, in the caſe before us, 


compared with he reaſonings in other parts of the New Teſ- 
tament, and with the commiſſion itſelf, and the examples of 
baptiſm upon record, (and this is the very manner in which I 
introduced this whole affair) no other perſons ought to be 
baptized, than thoſe who profeſs that they heartily believe 
GM... | | 5 

This conſideration, of circumſtances introducing, and of 


compariſon with other paſſages of Scripture relating to the 


ſame argument, is a ſufficient anſwer to the unfair parallel, 
drawn by Mr. Fl. from the words of our Saviour, Mar. 
xvi. 16. he that believeth not ſhall be damned. For it plain- 
ly appears from the verſe immediately preceding; that our 
Lord is not ſpeaking of -infants, or = any other perſons 
but ſuch to whom. the goſpel is preached, and who notwith- 
ſtanding that preaching remain in unbelief, and refuſe to 


embrace the goſpel preached to them. Go ye into all the 


4 


world, and preach the goſpel to every creature. He that [here- 
upon] b'elieveth and is baptized ſball be ſaved : but he that 


drawing this parallel, has injiired the words, both of the 
evangeliſt Philip; and of our bleſſed Lord himſelf; 


Anſwer to Section V. 


NH fifth Section begins, p. 84. with obſervations up- 

on the word Banlicw, as uſed in 1 CoR. x. 2. And 
a citation is made from my Defence. Which citation, Mr. 
F. ſais, is ſufficient of itſelf to ſhew, how far I will take 


< pains to rack my invention, rather than part with my 


* confined ſenſe of the word.“ But J hope the impartial rea- 
der will take notice, that in that ſame citation I conſider 
the overwhelming with the cloud, and the encompaſſing by the 
fea, as no other than bearing, in an alluſive ſenſe; the reſem- 
Glance of plunging; whereas Mr. F. in his Appendix, pag. 

14. would make the 1/raelites being baptized unto Moſes in 
the cloud and in the ſea, a good illuſtration; and an idea 
* of baptiſm without plunging.* How he makes this out, 
he has not yet told us: I have pretended to no more than 
à2n allufrve ſenſe. And I am till of opinion; that in this 


ſenſe ibe overwhelming and encompaſſing abovementioned do 


with much more propriety bear the reſemblance of plung- 
ing, and covering the. body with water, than of ſprinkling, 
or pouring on a few drops. * 4060 e 
Mr. F. may abound with his ſcoffs as much as he 
pleaſes: and ſay, as he does, p. 85. that I was: ſurely o- 
verwhelmed in a cloud, when I thus attempted to ſupport my 
confined ſenſe of the word Banlicw and again pag. 86. that 
it would ſuit well my alluſive ſenſe or my argument, if St. Paul 
bad happened to have ſaid, that ths Egyptians were ſo bapti- 
zed, rather than the Iſraelites. But notwithſtanding theſe 
reflections, my account of the alluſive ſenſe is abundantly 
juſtified by the apoſtle's own words, in the verſe immedi- 
ately before the text in queſtion. For he expreſly ſais, 
1 CoR. x. 1. that the fathers were UNDER the cloud, and pAs- 
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believeth not fhall be damned. Mr. Fleming therefore, in 


But I cannot here forbear obſerving, what I have inti- 
mated already, bac 47. of this treatiſe; that the reigning 
thought in the apo 

explaining what application of water beſt anſwered the de- 
ſign of chriſtian . ; but the ſhewing, that in chriſ- 
tian baptiſm a perſonal profeſſion is made, of faith in that 


Jeſus, into whoſe name chriſtians are baptized. With re- 


gard both to the cloud and the ſea, the reigning thought in 
the apoſtle's mind, when he ſaid that the Iſraelites were, in 
both, 4aptized unto Moſes, was; that on both theſe occaſions 
they ſhewed themſelves he voluntary diſciples and followers 
of Moſes, upon the conviction that God had commiſſioned 
him to be their guide and inſtructor, whoſe directions they 
ought to obey, particularly as their guide in the way to 
the promiſed land. And this anſwers, with the greateſt 


propriety, to our being, in the goſpel diſpenſation, baptized 


into Chriſt, (eie Xp, Rom. vi. 3. Gal. mi. 27.) as the I/ 
raelites were baptized, tis tov Mon, into Moſes, 1 Cor. x. 2. 
The apoſtle's expreſſion, I ſay, anſwers with the greateſt 
propriety to chriſtians being baptized into Chrift, as their 
guide to the heavenly Canaan, upon the profeſſed convic- 
tion of his being appointed of God for mw e But 
as great numbers of the Iſraelites mentioned in this diſpu- 
ted text ated contrary to their profeſſion, and ſhewed 
themſelves unworthy of the privileges they enjoyed: ſo the 


apoſtle, (which is the drift of his whole argument for the 
_ firſt 15 verſes of the chapter) intreats the baptized Corin- 


thians, as profeſſed diſciples of Chriſt, to take care, leſt notwith- 
ſtanding their baptiſm, and all the chriſtian privileges which 
in conſequence thereof they enjoyed in Chriſt's church, they 


ſhould, by acting contrary to their duty and their profeſ- 


ſion, incur God's righteous diſpleaſure, as numbers of thoſe 

Iſraelites did. Concerning whoſe wickedneſs and puniſh- 
ment the apoſtle expreſly ſais, ver. 11. that all theſe things 
happened unto them for enſamples ; and that they were writ- 


zen for our admonition, pon whom the ends of the world are | 


This is manifeſtly the apoſtle's view. And this accounts 


infinitely better for his expreſſions, -than the meer ſepara: 
$/on of the Iſraelites from the Egyptians, about which Mr, 
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e's mind in this paſſage was, not the 
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F. makes ſuch a ſtir, and of which he is fo full through 
his whole book; reſolving to make baptiſm mean nothing 
elſe, notwithſtanding the plain New Teſtament accounts, 
that it is the action whereby we take upon ourſelves the pro- 
Feſion of being Chriſt's diſciples. - - 

F might add with regard to the cloud: that it was but 
very little uſed to the purpoſe of a ſeparation; only during 
that little time, in which the Egyptians purſued the Iſrae- 
ktes: whereas all the while that it was employed during 
the travels through the wilderneſs, (wherein it went Before 
them, and not behind them as it did during the ſeparation 
from the Egyptians) it was one continued declaration of the 
Hraclites who traveled by the guidance of it, that they ac- 
knowleged Moſes, who in the name of God had directed 
them to take theſe long weariſome journies towards the 


promiſed land, to be commiſſioned of God for that pur- 


poſe; one continued profeſſion of obedience to Moſes, and 
of faith in that God, who interpoſed in ſuch extraordinary 
ways to produce that obedience in them. „ 
This account of the paſſage 1 Cok. x. 2. ſo ſtrongly 


ſupported by the train of the apoſtle's argument through- 


out the whole context, at once cuts off all the reaſonings 


of Mr. F. in his 87th and 88th pages, relating to his be- 


loved topics of the ſeparation, and the houſebolds, which 


have already been fully anſwered. The uſe therefore of 


the word Rarliga, in this text, will by no means juſtifie 
the application of baptiſm to infants; becauſe that has 
neither precept nor precedent to ſupport it; both which 


are clear for immerſing the adult in water, on profeſſion 


of their faith. I ſhall add no more at preſent, than on- 


ly to obſerve, with what contempt Mr. Fleming in theſe 


pages ſpeaks of the few, that at this day actually profeſs their 
faith by baptiſm ; and to put the reader in mind, that I have 
never confined Chriſt's viſible church to * ht ſmall num- 
zer, though I ſtill inſiſt upon it, that this actual profeſſion 
is the regular, the only regular way, of admiſſion into it. 

And now we are come back to the enquiry about the 
ſenſe of the prepoſition eig, in MAR. 1. 9. where I obſerve, 
it is uſed in its primary and proper ſenſe, which is Ix ro. 


? Lee pag. 40, of this treatiſe, 
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V. relating to poſitive Inſtitutions. 97 
Jeſus was baptized of Jobn into Jordan, This I obſerve is 
all one as to ſay, he was baptized Id Jordan: only that the 
former is more emphatical tor proving, that by baptiſm the 
hiſtorian meant plunging into the water, See my Defence, 
OD Eel, Bi Toonw:. 55 „ 
© Theſe things are rw; and clear to any ordinary reader, 
But to evade their force Mr. F. leads him a dance about 
the irue end of baptiſm; a thought, with which the plain 


hiſtorical fact in the text has nothing to do. He tells you, 
p. 89. that © the prepoſition, ſo rendred, diverts the mind 
from the true end of baptiſm ; for eig, when related to gar 


6 15 does expreſs the end of baptiſm moſt uſually, if net 
* always.” And he produces to this purpoſe that text 
1 Cor. x. 2. which J claim with more propriety than he, 
as it ſhews that baptiſm denotes a perſonal profeſſion of 


faith in the perſon in whoſe: name it is adminiſtred. He 


quotes beſides this a great number of other texts in pag, 
90, 91: ſome relating to he end of baptiſm; and ſome, 
to ſhew that the's:5 muſt properly ſignifie in, by, or towards 
a place. But to what purpoſe? Excellent arguing ! The 
prepoſition eig, in ſome texts of the New Teſtament, fig- 
nifies he end and deſign of baptiſm : and in ſome other it 
ſignifies in, Ay, or towards a place: therefore in Mas, 1. 94 
it has not its native and proper ſignification, into; though 
the circumſtances of the hiſtorical fa& plainly prove that 
it has; and though the parallel paſſage in Ma. iii. and 
the ſimilar text, Ac rs viii. 38. of Philip and the eunuch 
going down both of them into the water, clearly confirm it. 
All Mr: F's. round of quotation is only turning the rea- 


der's thoughts from a plain and eaſy view: nor will it even 
ſnew, that baptizing eic Tov Tepdavm did in the mind of the, 


evangeliſt mean any other thing than baptizing into Fordan. 
If he had quoted a thouſand texts more; yet ſtill the unan- 
ſwered queſtions, in pag. 31, 32. of my Defence, would return, 
upon him in their full force. If eig ren Topdarn, in Mark, 


© does not mean into Fordan 3 what 18 the meaning of x5 To 
5 v9%p, in the Acts, when applied to Philip and the eupuch 2. 


Did they both go down only by the water; or did they go 

into ibe water, as our tranſlators themſelves have rendered 

it? Tell me how the hiſtorian ſhould, or indeed how he 
| 5 Q could 
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98 4 farther Defence of two Diſcourſes, V. 
could, in that language, have expreſſed a going doton into the 
water, though ever ſo deſirous of conveying, the thought 
to his readers, it KAT HCH iv EI To vdo will not do it. Will 
any other phraſe in the whole Greek tongue be more clear 
and full to this purpoſe, and leſs liable to evaſion ? or 
indeed fo clear and full, and fo little liable to be miſta. 
ken and miſapplied? Or will my opponent allow it poſ- 
ſible, to expreſs in the Greek tongue the thought of go- 
ing doton inte ibe water, in any phraſe that ſhall be liable 
to no exception or miſapplication? Or finally, will he af- 
t firm, that che language is jncapable, altogether incapa- 
© ble, of expreſſing that thought? Nin 


— 


„ „ „ „ W M 


Theſe queſtions, I ſay, remain ſtill unanſwered. And 
the point contained in them ſeems as if it were given up by 
Mr F. though he will not allow the argument for which I 
bring them to be concluſive... He ſais, p. 92. that * allow- 
ing they cent dtn into the water, and came up out of 
© the water; yet the going down, or the coming up out of, 
© will by no means exprels or intimate what was The action 


f baptizing ; but only repreſent the joint action of Philip 


and the eunuch, before and after baptiſm.“ Here there- 


fore come in thoſe other queſtions, in pag. 26, 27 of 


my Defence: of Which Mr. F. has thought fit to take as 
little notige, as of thoſe juſt now quoted; and for the ſame 
good reaſon : < Whereas after they were both gone down into 
the water, it is ſaid, that be baptized bim; IT aſk, what 


< was here the ation of baptixing? Was it ſprinkling ? Was it 


pouring? Did they both go dotun into the water, that when 
© they were there, the one might caſt a few drops of the wa- 


ter upon the other? The native, primary ſenſe of the word 


© Panlicw, and the circumſtances of the caſe, concur toge- 
© ther to ſhew, that the action here was plunging. If that 
© word will ever be allowed, in any caſe, to have ſignified 
Plunging, (and I hope that will not be denied) it muſt be 
allowed in this; becauſe this gives a rational account of 
the defign of going down into the water, 

The paragraph here quoted from my Defence is a full 
anſwer to Mr. F”s..92d and 93d pages. And a plain an- 
ſwer to theſe plain queſtions will decide the matter, whether 
the country where Philip and the eunuch were was a land 
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water, when he puts under water the whole body of the 


baptized; which we are aſſured, MAT. iii. 6. was e r Iop- 


Jeſus and John went both down into the water in Jordan, 


* 
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F hills and valleys, or not. Nor will the arguing that the 
eunuch was plunged give any indication that Philip was | 


plunged with him, otherwiſe than every one knows, that 
ſome parts of the baptizer's body muſt be covered with 


perion-baptived:” {2 ISIS 1 
Jo return from the baptiſm of the eunuch to that of 
our Lord Jeſus, for which Mr. F. gives occaſion in his 
93d page: tis enough to our purpoſe; that Jeſus was bap- 
tized in Jordan. He was baptized where the people were 


dan, in Fordan. Now what was the action of baptizing, if 
it was done in the river itſelf? Immerſion was the defign 
and end of going down into the water: and going down into 
tbe water with any other end or deſign, cannot in this caſe 
be accounted for. Particularly it is ridiculous to think, that 


that John might there ſprinkle a few drops of the water up- 
inen 1 . 1 


What therefore can Mr. F. mean, wher he ſais, pag. 93. ö 


c Nor does it appear from the Bible hiſtory, that John was 
authorized to plunge [in baptizing] either our Lord or 
any other perſon; but the contrary; for as much as rh 
© ſarramental uſe of water among the Jewiſh prieſts had e- 
ver been by ſprinkling. I mean that water; called 7he wwa-. 
© ter of ſeparation, which ſeems to have had a cbrreſpon- 
dent deſign with Joh baptiſm, ſuppoſed to be applied 
alſo to the proſelytes of righteouſneſs. For Fohn was of the 
-race of the prieſts, the ſon of Zacharias : fo that it is in- 
cumbent on Mr. B. to ſhew what authority John had for 
* plunging, or uſing baptiſmal water contrary to tbe appoint- 
ed cuſtom of uſing the purifying water. 5 

- The ſacramental uſe of water, among the Jewiſh prieſts, he 


R & 


* 


ſais, bad ever been by ſprinkling : and adds, that he means || 


that water, called the water of ſeparation: Was then the 
ſprinkling of the water of ſeparation upon the prieſts 
and Levites; or upon perſons under a ceremonial de- 
filement, 4 ſacrament among the Jews? At that tate all 
the rites and ceremonies enjoined to that people were ſa- 


rraments. Or does he pretend to affirm, that he ſprinkliag : 
this water of ſeparation, which he ſais ſeems to have had a 
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V. relating to poſitive Tnftirutions: rot 


ciſion and baptiſm, to make a proſelyte. Therefore, ac- 


1 cording to Mr. Fleming's own account, John's baptiſm 
lf, was not derived from that proſelyte-baptiſm which the 
23 Talmud and the Rabbies ſpeak of. And then what will 
it become of his argument? If Mr. F. will not believe the 
2 Talmud and Maimonides, when they affirm that heir pro- 
on ſelyte-baptiſm was performed by immerſion; what reaſon 
y, can he give, why I or any man in the world ſhould believe 
li- any one thing they ſay concerning proſelyte-baptiſm _ 
7s + Before I leave the text in queſtion, Mar. 1. 9. which 
A relates the fact of our Saviour's baptiſm, give me leave to 
ze obſerve : that Mr. FH. himſelf does not believe it was de- 
4. ſigned to hold forth the end of baptiſin: and therefore all 
7 his quotations relating to that point, and the reaſonings 
;- upon them, are no better than caſting duſt into the rea- 
if der's eyes, to blind him. After all that he had been ſay- 
d ing, in almoſt a page and a half, about «5, when related 
l- to Harlig, as expreſſing moſt uſually, if not always, the end 
[= F baptiſm , he himſelf tells you, pag. go. that he ſhould: 
y rather think, the eg, in Max. 1. 9. muſt properly ſignifie 
d the place; as in, by, or towards Fordan. He brings a few 
oy examples to ſhew, that this word is ſometimes uſed to ſig- 


 nifie-by,+ to, and towards: and thence he concludes, or ra- 
ther ſuppoſes, that Mark repreſents John as baptizing Je- 
ſus, in ſome place vy or towards Jordagg.. 
- Hereupon I would aſk him, in his own words; 1s this 
reaſoning? Will theſe few texts, or a hundred more, prove 
that the præpoſition ig never has, or that it has not parti- 
cularly in Mas. 1. . its native and proper ſignification of 
into? Even in this ſame firſt chapter of Mark, I would aſk - 
Mr. F. what is the plain meaning of the prepoſition, when 
we are told, ver. 14. that Jeſus came eig r TaaAacian; VET. 
21. £ic Karsgv , and £86 nv ouxYuyn; Ver. 29. Sig T 
A Leu] xa; Avdets 3 and Ver. 25+: £45 t (40v T0T7Vy, Is , 
the meaning, that our Lord came only by or towards Ga- 
like, and Capernaum, and not into them? And did he go 
only by or towards the ſynagogue at Capernaum ; when the 
text expreſly ſais, that he entred into it, and taught 2: Did 
he go only by or towards the houſe of Simon and Andrew 
when the text aſſures us, he entred into it, and there healed 
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Simon's mother? Did he go only by or towards, or did 2 


go into the ſolitary place, for the conveniency of private 
prayer? And in that other chapter where our Lord's bap- 
rifm is recorded, which is the 111d of Matthew; what did 


our Lord nican, in the uſe of this prepoſition, when he 


ſpoke of caſting the fruitleſs tree info the fre? Did he mean 
only throwing it 7owards the fire, or by the fire ide? And 
fo' in ver. 14. Did he mean gathering . the cobeat into the 
garner, or only by or towards it? It would be endleſs to 
mention all the places, where this word is uſed in its native 
and proper lente. And therefore, ſince the circumſtances 
which attend it in Mas. 1. 9. require this ſenſe; I will con- 
clude, that in this ſenſe it ought, to be underſtood there. 
And though the text in Mar. 111. has are, from, as Mr. 
Fl. obſerves, pag. 93: yet the circumſtances clearly ſhew, 
that Jeſus when he was baptized went up out ofgthe water, 


as our tranſlators have rendred it. The circumſtances in 


this and other caſes concur with the texts themſelves which 


' ſpeak of n to ſhew what <vas the action f 1 


S ; 
The criticiſins on are and eus in in pag. 94. and 96, are 
ſufficiently anſwered, by what has been ſaid on the true ſenſe 
of dhe in Mak. 1. 9, The remainder of pag. 94. is taken up 
in quotations from authors, with whom in this controverſy 
I have nothing to do. Let them diſpute about the differ- 
ence between 1 — and Banlice, and let Mr. F. commend 
their judgment as much as he pleaſes: yet, as I obſerved 
in my 2d Diſcourſe, pag. 27, 28. it is the uſe of the word 
garſigo in the New Teſtament, which conttantly there 
by fignifies to dip or Plunge] that we are to be guided by, e- 


ven in cafe there ſhould be, among very numerous in- 


* ſtances out of other authors to the ſame purpoſe, ſome 


< 'whetein it may ſeem to mean or include other applications 


of water to the body. As to Mr. Is o Challenge, 


to which he refers at the bottom of pag. 93: I have read 
it, but cannot find any argument in it. 

We conveniencies for baptrzing the jailor and his family, 
and the other bouſebolds, and the three thouſand mentioned 


AcTs II. I have ſufficiently conſidered already, in my De- 


fence, pag. 55, and 34. I ſhall therefore truſt to * 
mt” er's 
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der's candour, to look there for an anſwer to Mr. Fs tm 
| 


page. And as to the point of decency, mentioned pag. 
96. the character of the perſons employed to baptize in the | 
primitive age is enough to ſatisfie me, that this was con- | 
ſulted, in the uſe of the beſt conveniencies they could come at. 

See my Defence, pag. 33. at the bottom. 1 
I ſee no apprehenſion of an alarm in the converted Jews, 
for being ſeparated from their infants at their baptiſm, and 
finding them looked upon as uncapable ſubjetts of an ordi> | 
nance-which required repentance and belief. There was no | 
foundation for any ſuch alarm: becauſe they knew their | 
infants could not repent. or believe, and that theſe things 
were not required of them. Thoſe of the Jewiſh nation, 
who were converted to the chriſtian faith, knew that they 
were called to the profeſſion of it each for himſelf; and 
not their whole body together to covenant for themſelves 
and their children, as was the caſe of the Jews of old: They: 
faw the caſe to be intirely different. And therefore the la- 
mentable repreſentations of Mr. Fl. in pag. 95, 96, and 
the fo often anſwered reference to the houſeholds, ſuppoſed. 
to he baptized upon the profeſſion of their heads, are of no. | 
real weight, and ferve no other end but to raiſe the paſ- 


* — — 
* 


i 0 3 e 
The 97th page is taken up chiefly with ohſervations, and 
ueſtions, and challenges, out of other authors. Of all Which 
ſhall take little other notice, than to anſwer in a few words 

the queſtion, When and where did the firſt Antipedobaptiſts: 

appear? Which queſtion the author himſelf moſt prettily 
anſwers for them; and gives us his own word that it is true. 
and \ undeniable. - But I ſhall not take his word. For the 
true anſwer is: that the people of the ſame principles and 
practice firſt appeared in or about Feruſalem, in the time of our” 

Saviour and his apoſtles. And even the oppoſers of infant-. 

baptiſm,” according to this author's own acknowledgment, ; 

preſently after his queſtion, were as ancient as the old Men- 
taniſts, who made their appearance in the ſecond century. 

If infant-baptiſm had begun ſooner, it would have been 


* 


ſooner oppoſed. © 3 
Whatever information Mr. Vindicator has had from a 
mort hy gentleman, concerning the adult-baptizers in Hol- 
. EE | | - wy 2 4 land, 2 


FN 


= 8 C 
— DO "I EX.” 4 8 een ER b _ = * 
5 4 4 " 2808 N W 
r ow dg > Os OS 9 5 5 
1 rr jo” ef EIN ef; OR 
4 -$ 2 8 — — 2E : p 1 — 
8 * f n . at AA LO OE n 


1 {ll 
"4 "x L — 
U 1 * 
\ 3 
* 
1 


104 4 farther ber of two Dj ebuß le, V. 
land, of which he tells a round- about ſtory, p. 98. and re- 
ſers again to his truſty friend; I have nothing to do with 
the Hollanders practice. The Points in queſtion are; whe- 
ther any thing beſides immer/ion is baptiſm in the ſenſe of the 
New Teſtament ; and whether baptiſm is, according to _ 
mind of Chriſt, to be applied to any other than adult pe 


| Þns, on their own profeſſion of faith. In theſe points 3P 18 


manifeſt Mr. F. and 1 differ. And yet, as he knows very 
well, 1 do not wnchriſtianize thoſe; from whom 1. herein 
differ. Both I, and the people in general upon whom he 
would faſten this reproach, acknowledge the pædobaptiſts 
28 brother · chrĩſtians: but {till believe, that they are under 
a mntake with re egard to one of the. ordinances of Chriſt 
gur lawgiver; an chat by means of this miſtake they have 
entred his: church in an irregular way. We do not deny 


that they make any profaſſion of their uh] faith; as Mr. . 


by his queſtion moſt unfairly ſuggeſts we do. Much leſs 
do we:affrm, that the faith and repentance of all pedobaptiſts 
are invalid wvithout a rebaptization by plunging. I wiſh he 


May ſee the great evil of the unjuſt reflexions. here again 


repeated againſt his brethren; whom in the ſame paragraph 
Re afreſh contemns, under the name of the almoſt impercep- 
tible few. And as to the charge of arrogancy, with which 
his 98th page concludes; let the candid reader judge, . 
5 it docs hot fall back upon the unjuſt accuſer. 

te aſſuming airs, mentioned pag. 99. plainly belong to 
kimfelf: who, in the very ſentence wherein he blames thoſe 
airs, dogtnatically affirms, hat ' plunging. in baptiſm has no- 
thing to ſupport u, \81ther rom reaſon or from the Goſpel. 


Other airs, of like kind, I have taken notice of in the 


preceding parts of his book, which I. ſhall not now recite: 
only obſerving, in anſwer to the charge. he brings againſt. 
the Plunging Japtixers; that he himſelf knows I achnow- 


edge, that pædobapiiſts may differ from us with as much in- 
t rity at d differ from ibem. And let their c 


85 ever ſo good, which Lhave not offered to deny: yet if 


he is a proteſtant, he muſt acknowledge, that is have @ 


4 bt te differ, and indeed cannot help differing from them, 


ye ourſelves can fee 2157. to N 1 e 80 my. 
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V. relating to poſitive Juſtitutiomt. 105 
After ſo many reflexions, and ſo much bitterneſs, revived 
in the latter part of Mr. Fleming's book, it is ſomewhat ſur- 

rizing to obſerve the manner in which he concludes the 
whole, (excepting the prayer) in cloſe connexion with the 

reflexions themſelves. ; : p 

He ſais he is aware, that controverſies amony chriſtians 
have generally a very bad effect, in making divifiens wider, by 
beightening animoſities, and exciting uncharitable diſpoſitions 
towards one another. He is aware of this. And yet he has 
acted in this controverſy as if his very deſign was o make 
diviſions wider, and to heighten. animoſities : and has given 
clear proofs of that uncharitable diſpoſition in himſelf, which 
be is aware is apt to excite the like in others. He is aware, 
that true morality, the ſpirit and life of religion; has, by con- 
troverſies among chriſtians, extremely ſuffered : but ſeems 
not ſenſible of the immorality and evil tendency of his own 
falfe charges and invidious reflexions againſt his brethren: 

He ſais, he has not offered any thing knowingly, that 7s 
unworthy the chriſtian cbaracter. I am ſorry to ſee him, in 
theſe words; coolly and deliberately juſtifying all that a 
worthy and unchriſtian treatment of his brethren, which in 
the preceding pages I have marked out: all which I muſt 
aſcribe rather to his forgetting, than not knowing, the cha- 
racter he ſpeaks of. He ſais, he has an ardent defire, of 


| being found himſelf holding the unity of the ſpirit in the bond 


Y 


of peace. But if he would make good this high character, 


he ſhould ſhew forth a ſpirit very different from that, which 
plainly appears in his writings. He humbly hopes, be has 
given to no one any juſt reaſon of offence. I wiſh I could ſay 
the ſame for him. He is conſcious of un affectionatèe eſteem 
for all good men, who differ from him in the ſpirit of charity. 
What then muſt all the anabaptiſts be in his account: who 
are ſo far from having the happineſs of his affectionate eſteem, 


as to fall under his ſevereſt cenſures ? And to complete the 


character, he tells you; that he abbors bigotry in any: and 
aſſigns, as the reaſons of this his abhorrence, the miſchiefs 
which bigotry produces. „ 

Now theſe things are to me the moſt convincing evi- 
dences of his own bigotry. He cannot ſee what ſtares him 
in the face. He cannot ſee, that his Appendix itſelf begins 
„ e N Wirth 
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with a ſcornful invective againſt a whole body of his chrif: 
tian brethren z charging them with an unhallowed, unc ha- 
ritable zeal in every individual, or however ſearee allow- 
ing any exception. He cannot ſee, that he has in the ſame 
Appendix ixjuriouſiy fallen foul on my chara#er ; though in 


my Defence I have clearly proved it. He cannot ſee the con- 
tempt, which throughout this laſt book he has caſt upon 


the Anabaptiſts in general, as he chooſes to call them. He 


cannot ſee ary juſt reaſen of offence, in leading his readers 


to conclude, that the body of them are guilty of introdu- 
cing wncharitableneſs, and are expoſed hereupon to à terrible 
anathema, as ſupping and deſtroying the ſpirit of the religion 


of Feſus. See his Diſcourſe on plunging in baptiſm, p. 34, 


I wiſh no worſe to him, than that be may ſee more 
clearly than he does at ſent, and act from better princi- 
s than now ſeem to guide him, Mean time I cannot 
orbear obſerving : that ler him proteſt ever ſo often, that 


be ab bors bigotry, and © that he is ® conſcious never to have 


intended to throw the leaſt contempt on the body of the anti- 

© pedobaptiſts, or on any one individual of that body, on 
account of his differing ſentiments ;* yet his proteſtati- 
ons, in oppoſition to glaring proofs under his own hand, 
will avail I will believe the expreſſions, which 
fall from him in the courſe of his writing on a favourite 


ſubject, to be more true copies of his mind, than thoſe 


wherein he ſets himſelf down to draw his own picture, to 
hide his blemiſhes, and to make himſelf look as amiable as 


| he can. To me the man, who fo plentifully charges bigo- 


try and unc haritableneſs upon others, a s from his own 


writings to be exceedingly uncharitable, and a thorough bigot 


himſelf : a bigot, in behalf of a rite or ceremony, at the 
ſame time that he labours with all his might to give his rea- 
ders the meaneſt opinion of all ritual inſtitutions: and far- 
ther, in behalf of a ceremony, which he will not allow deri- 


ved its authority from the author of the diſpenſation under 


which it is to be practiſed , but from a cuſtom, (not proved, 


In this tract 1 have Senn the reaſon why &. I differ from 


© > 
+. 4 


* FVindic, . pag. Vil, 


but) ſuppoſed to 1 been in uſe under ſome former anti- 
Tone diſpenſations. 
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bim: and deſire this favour of thoſe who ſhall have the 


patience to go through it; that they would look back, 


when they have done, to the contents of the Sections as 


contained in the preface; whereby they will be the better 


able to judge of what they have read. The conduct of my 


antagoniſt made it needful, not only to enter farther into 
the controverſy than ever I deſigned ; but likewiſe to reſ- 
cue what I had written from perverſion; and to ſhew, that 
the people among whom I am ranked are far from deſers 


the ſame manner if he will : I am weary of the purſuit, 
And though I will not promiſe to be hereafter for ever ſi- 


lent: yet I have ſo much regard to my own peace, and ſuch 


a deſire to do what: good I can in ſome other than the con- 
troverſial way; as to reſolve, that unleſs he ſhall write in 


time to come more to the purpoſe than he has hitherto, he 


ſhall (for me) have the laſt word in the controverſy. 

As to the controverſy itſelf, I deſire the reader to re- 
member : that it is about an inſtitution of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, which he did not think unworthy of his appointing, 
in the character of * /awwgiver z and which one of his inſpir- 


* 


ving the reproaches he caſts upon them. He may go on in 


ed apoſtles aſſures us, was appointed for the moſt uſeful 


and important purpoſes. That apoſtle appeals to us, that 
as many. of us as are baptized into Feſus Chriſt, are baptized in- 
to his death: and that therefore (that is, with this end and 
view) are we buried with him by baptiſm into death; that like 
as Chriſt was raiſed up from the dead by the glory of the Fa- 
ther, even ſo we alſo ſhould walk in newneſs of life. Rom. vi. 
3, 4. Since therefore Chriſt the lawgiver did not think 
this ordinance unworthy of his appointing ; and fince he 
appointed it for ſuch important od, a ; it muſt become 
ſuch as would honbur, him, to endeavour to underſtand 
clearly what the inſtitution itſelf was; then to ſubmit to it; 
and to labour in the remaining courſe of their lives to an- 
ſwer the end of its appointment. In my Two Diſcourſes, 
which Mr. F. has ſo eagerly oppoſed, and in their ſubſe- 

a POLLY Fe quent 


'* Mat. Xxvili. 19, 20. All power js gi ven unto me in heaven and carb: 
go ye therefore and baptize. 1 | | 


ous ſum of the argument, particular- 
ly with regard to the ſubject of baptiſm, in pag. 48, 49, 53, $4: of this 
treatiſe ; and likewiſe in pag. 27. „ 9 5 


" + The reader may ſee a more cop! 
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quent Defences, I have endeavoured to ſhew what really 
was Chriſt's inſtitution; to prove that it was deſigned by 
him for every voluntary ſubject of his kingdom, and for 
them only; and to conciliate that reverence to it, which I 
think is due to whatever bears the ſtamp of Chriſt's au- 
thority. If the uſeful purpoſes for which it was appointed 
are not anſwered in the lives of all who ſubmit to it: that 
is not the fault of the ordinance itſelf; tis not becauſe it is 
of a ritual ad hot a moral nature; but becauſe men do 
not regard the evident deſign; for which it was graciouſly 
mn  ordained-and' wiſely calculated. So the whole of the chriſ- 
duan religion; and even the faculty of reaſon itſelf, whereby 
we become capable of religion, is by many abuſed and 
perverted: and yetz no conſiderate” chriſtian will on this 
account reject chriſtianity; nor any wiſe man lay alide the 
uſe of 1 a TEE 
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